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COMMENT I-01. EDGAR A. IMHOFF 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-01 

I-01-1 
Analysis of hydrogeologic conditions and drainage was performed using the Belitz Model 
originally developed by the USGS.  This model has an accurate representation of the depth and 
conductivity of Corcoran Clay.  Groundwater management was considered but not emphasized 
in the final description of alternatives. The comment is correct in the description of work by the 
USGS and others that pointed to the physical probability of groundwater management for 
reducing drainage volumes. The primary uncertainty is groundwater quality. Salinity, boron, and 
selenium are the primary constraints on use of pumped groundwater. Available data indicated 
sufficient uncertainty as to prevent development of specific plans for pumping and distribution of 
the pumped water without substantial additional data collection and analysis. Specifically, a 
general lack of commitment to use the pumped water occurred among local interests without 
more water quality data. Prior to large-scale implementation of groundwater management, 
additional data for the distribution of groundwater quality are needed. 
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I-01-2 
Groundwater management was considered at length in the development of the EIS. After some 
deliberation, it was concluded that additional data collection and analysis are required to fully 
develop a project that effectively integrates extensive groundwater pumping into current water 
management practices. Proposal of groundwater management as part of the action alternatives 
requires commitments on the part of local entities to accept and use the groundwater and 
additional analysis for development of optimal pumping and delivery relative to groundwater 
quality constraints. 

I-01-3 
The future solution to the drainage problems in the San Joaquin Valley may indeed require 
consideration of managed groundwater pumping. See PFR Section 3.2.1 for a discussion of the 
cost effectiveness of groundwater management compared to other source control methods. 
However, with the lack of additional information (i.e., water quality and well field design), 
managed groundwater pumping could not effectively be integrated into the drainage solution 
alternatives. 
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COMMENT I-02. NANCY LESLIE 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-02 

I-02-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-03. TERRI DUNIVANT 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-03 

I-03-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-04. JOYCE RENSHAW 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-04 

I-04-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-05. MARIE SMITH 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-05 

I-05-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-06. RAY FIELDS 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-06 

I-06-1 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10 in regard to the effects of the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 
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I-06-2 
See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control planning and analysis. 

COMMENT I-07. LISA OWENS VIANI 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-07 

I-07-1 
The In-Valley Alternatives all include land retirement components. The proposed retirement of 
additional drainage-impaired land is discussed in Master Response ALT-L2. 

I-07-2 
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning. 

I-07-3 
Although Reclamation is incorporating wildlife protection actions where appropriate, the 
purpose of the proposed project is to provide drainage service. The project is not intended to 
function as a conservation program. 
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COMMENT I-08. ERIC WISEMAN 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-08 

I-08-1 
An analysis of the benefits of phasing out drainage discharge into the San Joaquin River is 
presented in the Grassland Bypass Project Final EIS/EIR. The phaseout of the discharge from the 
Drain into Mud Slough is assumed to occur under both the action and No Action alternatives. 
The discontinuation of discharges to Mud Slough is necessary because the 5 µg/L water quality 
objective for Se in that location becomes enforceable on October 1, 2010, and the current Se 
concentrations are approximately 50-70 µg/L. In addition, the current Use Agreement for the 
Drain expires in 2009, as described in Section 2.2.1.1.  

I-08-2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-09. FELIX E. SMITH 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-09 

I-09-1 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

I-09-2 
See Master Response P&N-1. 

I-09-3 
Reclamation considered the activities described in this comment in developing this EIS. 

I-09-4 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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I-09-5 
The comment is noted. Reclamation continues to evaluate and consider information that is 
relevant to the drainage project. New information can be forwarded to Reclamation’s Project 
Manager for evaluation. 

I-09-6 
See Master Response GW-1 in regard to the effect of evaporation basins on migratory waterfowl 
and other species. 

I-09-7 
The economic analysis is presented in Section 17. 

I-09-8 
Comment noted. Existing data on Se bioaccumulation in birds in the Grasslands area, including 
the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge and the Mendota National Wildlife Refuge, are discussed 
in Section 8.1.1, and the importance of uptake of sediment-associated Se is discussed in Section 
8.2.2.1. 

I-09-9 
See Master Response P&N-1 in regard to the continued irrigation of drainage-impaired lands. 

I-09-10 
See Master Responses P&N-1 and ALT-S1 in regard to irrigation of drainage-impaired land and 
source control, respectively. 

I-09-11 
The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model (originally 
developed by the USGS) to analyze how shifts in water sources (imported surface water and 
local groundwater), water application rates, and land use potentially affect groundwater levels 
and flow in upslope and downslope areas.  In general, model results and current hydrologic 
understanding of the system indicate that continued irrigation of upslope lands will not adversely 
affect downslope retired or drained areas, because the primary groundwater impact in any given 
area is irrigation and artificial drainage of that area. 

The model uses mean annual recharge and pumpage data to project long-term (49-year) changes 
in annual water-table elevation. Simulated recharge rates are the consequence of cropping 
patterns, water supply, and water application technology. Beginning in 2005, the Draft EIS 
assumes that recharge rates decrease by 0.14 foot/year throughout the Northerly Area due to 
seepage reduction and irrigation system improvements; recharge rates decrease by 0.10 to 0.20 
foot/year throughout the Westlands subarea due to irrigation system improvements (see 
Appendix E-4). These assumptions are incorporated into the data sets used by the model. 
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The Draft EIS did not consider the elimination of lands outside of the drainage-impaired area 
(upslope lands) from irrigated agricultural production. Candidate lands for retirement were 
located within the drainage-impaired area, and their retirement reduces the estimated drainflow 
volume produced. 

Groundwater monitoring is already conducted to varying degrees by local water districts. 
Funding to support future monitoring activities has not been included in the project budget. 

I-09-12 
The Draft EIS recognizes that imported irrigation water contributes to shallow water table 
conditions and increased soil and groundwater salinity. However, changing water management 
and land management practices have a large influence on these processes. Available data indicate 
that increased irrigation efficiency and land retirement can substantially reduce shallow 
groundwater conditions in downslope areas. For example, in Westlands, an ongoing Reclamation 
land retirement demonstration project points to local irrigation as the primary influence on 
shallow groundwater levels; groundwater levels declined underneath the retired lands. 

In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward resulting from the 
combined response to deep percolation of irrigation water and pumpage from deep water supply 
wells. From a project-wide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical direction than the 
horizontal direction, and groundwater level and quality impacts occur primarily under the 
irrigated fields. The Draft EIS analysis showed that water-table and salinity conditions in the 
drainage study area are improved by the capture and control of subsurface drainage, increased 
irrigation efficiency, and land retirement. 

I-09-13 
See Master Response P&N-1 in regard to reasonable use of CVP water. 

I-09-14 
Some ponding of drainage water occurred from April to mid-May 2003 when a field in the in-
valley treatment area was inadvertently flooded. This was not a "pond" or a "private pond." 
Some elevated levels were found in eggs gathered near the flood location, but no deformities 
were observed. Procedures have been put in place to prevent flooding, and a contingency plan 
has been developed in case flooding occurs. 

 No surfacing or ponding of upslope drainage water has taken place. On occasion, if field 
collection sumps are shut off during wet periods, water could run out onto the ground. This is 
because the upper buried tile drains are at a higher level than the sump. When this situation 
occurs, the water is not deep enough to create a pond. 

See Master Response GW-1 in regard to the effects of evaporation basins on migratory 
waterfowl and other species. 

I-09-15 
See Master Response ALT-S1 in regard to source control of drainwater. 
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I-09-16, 17 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

I-09-18 
The comment is outside of the scope of this EIS.  

I-09-19 
The commenter requests an analysis of “economic/allocation efficiency” for water applied to 
seleniferous soils. Reclamation is unaware of any procedures for such an analysis. The analysis 
of impacts from the No Action and action alternatives is presented in Section 12 of the EIS.  

I-09-20 
The action suggested in the comment is outside of the purpose and need for the project.  

I-09-21 
Benefits and costs of retiring land from agricultural production, including changes in agricultural 
inputs and outputs and changes in water requirements for irrigation, are estimated in the National 
Economic Development (NED) analysis prepared as a part of the Feasibility Study. The NED 
analysis is used in the identification of the preferred alternative in accordance to the Principles 
and Guidelines for Water Resources Develop Projects. 

I-09-22 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-09-23 
See Master Response MIT-2 for a description of additional mitigation planning details that have 
been added to the Final EIS. 

I-09-24 
The retirement of all drainage-impaired lands was considered but screened out, as described in 
Draft EIS Section 2.11.4.1. See Master Response ALT-L2 in regard to the analysis of land 
retirement scenarios. 

I-09-25 
See Master Response ALT-A1. The Final EIS will be available to the public for at least 30 days 
before a final decision is made concerning which alternative to implement. 
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I-09-26 
The comment is noted. Reclamation is unaware of irrigated upslope lands that will result in 
serious water-quality problems. Most soils in the western San Joaquin Valley contain some 
boron and Se. From a water-quality standpoint, problematic areas are in downslope lands where 
additional drainage and treatment facilities will exist. 

I-09-27 
See Response to Comment I-09-24. 

I-09-28 
The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model to analyze how 
shifts in applied water and land use potentially affect groundwater levels and flow in upslope and 
downslope areas. From a project-wide perspective, the extent of upslope acreage that can be 
irrigated without impacting downslope lands is determined primarily by the irrigation water 
source. For example, irrigation with local groundwater can have beneficial effects relative to 
shallow water table conditions. The extraction and consumption of local groundwater increases 
the forces that drive groundwater movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases the 
total volume of water storage beneath the subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water table. 
In contrast, upslope irrigation solely with imported surface water reduces local groundwater 
consumption and can exacerbate shallow water table conditions. 

The Draft EIS did not consider elimination (retirement) of lands outside of the drainage-impaired 
area (upslope lands) from irrigated agricultural production. However, future impacts to 
downslope groundwater levels anticipated from upslope irrigation were evaluated from a 
drainage-study-areawide perspective with the groundwater-flow model. This regional analysis 
did not address specific fields affecting downslope areas as it was beyond model capability. 

In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward and horizontal 
movement is less significant. Groundwater level and quality impacts, therefore, occur primarily 
under the irrigated fields. The Draft EIS showed that movement of water and dissolved 
constituents are significantly controlled by subsurface drainage systems, improved irrigation 
efficiency, and land retirement, and a drainage project is, therefore, beneficial to irrigated lands 
and downslope ecosystems relative to continued irrigation and undrained conditions. 

I-09-29 
See Master Responses P&N-1 and GEN-6 in regard to reasonable use of CVP water and contract 
renewals, respectively. 

I-09-30 
See Master Response GEN-6. 

I-09-31 
See Response to Comment I-09-23. 
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I-09-32 
The pricing of long-term water contracts is outside the scope of this EIS. 

I-09-33 
See Master Response P&N-1 in regard to the irrigation of saline seleniferous soils. 

COMMENT I-10. ANITA BROUGHTON 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-10 

I-10-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-11. ALAN GELLER 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-11 

I-11-1 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

COMMENT I-12. DONNA FISHER 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-12 

I-12-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-13. ROBERT LANE 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-13 

I-13-1 
Section 20 presents the mitigation proposed to protect groundwater quality.  

I-13-2 
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning. 
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COMMENT I-14. SUZANNE M. ROGALIN 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-14 

I-14-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-15. JAMES MCNAMARA 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-15 

I-15-1 
Land retirement is a component of all of the action alternatives, with the largest retired acreage 
proposed for the In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative (308,000 
acres). Retirement of all drainage-impaired lands was eliminated from consideration because 
uncontrolled (non-irrigation) flows would continue and result in adverse effects to water quality 
and wildlife. See Master Response ALT-L2 for additional discussion. 
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COMMENT I-16. CHARLES RUSSELL OWENS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-16 

I-16-1 
The retirement of all drainage-impaired lands was considered but screened out, as described in 
Draft EIS Section 2.11.4.1. See Master Response ALT-L2 for additional discussion. 

COMMENT I-17. BJ SEMMES 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-17 

I-17-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-18. SAMUEL J. FALCONE AND JILL FALCONE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-18 

I-18-1 
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1. 

I-18-2 
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to the potential creation of hypoxic “dead zones.” 
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I-18-3 
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to stimulation of harmful algal blooms from the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative.  

I-18-4 
The introduction of pathogens (i.e., E. coli bacteria) into the ocean environment from the San 
Luis Drain effluent water would most likely occur. Due to the nature of current laboratory 
procedures, many measured bacteria counts are only estimates (e.g., >1.6 million MPN [most 
probable number]). It is impossible to determine what the concentration of indicator bacteria 
concentrations would be at the discharge site. However, bacteria concentrations would have to 
meet the objectives of the California Ocean Plan and the waste discharge permit requirements 
that would be obtained if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen. 

I-18-5 
The physical and biological conditions that exist within the Central Valley are significantly 
different from the marine environment at the Ocean Disposal Alternative outfall location. 
Reclamation believes there is no potential for exotic invasive species to be introduced from the 
agricultural runoff into the marine environment; therefore, this scenario is not discussed in the 
EIS.  

I-18-6 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, and SW-9. 

I-18-7 
See Master Response SW-5 for a discussion of far-field effects of drainwater discharged under 
the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-8 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to the cost, time, and feasibility of achieving regulatory 
compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-9 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to the cost, time, and feasibility of obtaining statutory and 
regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Master Response GEN-1 discusses 
the level of detail of the EIS analysis. 

I-18-10 
Generally, tidewaters to their farthest reach, tidelands, navigable waters, and permanently 
submerged lands, including those extending lakeward or seaward to the limit of state ownership, 
are subject to the Public Trust Doctrine. The Public Trust Doctrine originated as an instrument of 
federal common law used to ensure protection of the public’s interest in navigation, fishing, and 
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recreation. The Draft EIS addresses potential impacts of project alternatives involving discharge 
to the ocean on fishing and recreational uses of the ocean. The Ocean Disposal Alternative 
pipeline, which would extend 1.4 miles offshore, would be located on the bottom of the seabed; 
therefore, it would have no impact on navigation. 

I-18-11 
Appendix O provides appraisal-level estimates of permitting and mitigation costs for all 
alternatives, including costs associated with CZARA and Coastal Zone Act permitting activities. 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to the cost, time, and feasibility of achieving regulatory 
compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-12 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 

I-18-13 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to the time, costs, and feasibility of obtaining regulatory 
compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative and Master Response BIO-2 in regard to 
biological opinions. Consultation with the Service and NOAA Fisheries would be initiated if the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative is selected during the Final EIS and ROD process.  

I-18-14 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to the cost, time, and feasibility of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative and Master Response SW-7 in regard to the inclusion of the Morro Bay National 
Estuary in the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. 

I-18-15 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10. 

I-18-16 
Aquatic nuisance species were not considered in the Draft EIS. The salinity of the agriculture 
drainwater is estimated to be 19 ppt, far below the average ocean salinity of 33.5 ppt. Most 
aquatic species exist and thrive within a narrow salinity range. Some phytoplankton species may 
grow in the drainwater and be discharged into the ocean; however, they would not be expected to 
persist once discharged into the marine environment. 

I-18-17 
The Draft EIS considers a range of alternatives, including in-valley disposal. See Master 
Responses REG-1 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative and 
SW-10 for a discussion of economic impacts to local fisheries. 
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I-18-18 
Analysis of compliance with Ocean Plan WQOs is presented in Section 5 of the Draft EIS. More 
detailed information about the constituents in effluent water has been included in the Final EIS. 
See Master Response SW-13 for a discussion of water quality under the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

I-18-19 
See Master Responses REG-1 and GEN-1. 

I-18-20 
Appendix L describes the regulatory compliance requirements for the proposed project, 
including the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Reclamation will comply with all necessary 
regulations during the planning, permitting, design, and construction stages of the project. Any 
monitoring required by permits will be determined at the time that the permit is obtained. 

Point-source discharge would be subject to CWA NPDES permitting and Ocean Plan 
requirements. 

I-18-21 
Water quality criteria associated with the Beaches Environmental Assessment and Coastal 
Health (BEACH) Act apply at the beach; the ocean disposal discharge would be 7,400 feet (1.4 
miles) off-shore and approximately 200 feet below the ocean surface. Thus, the beach would be 
well outside of the ZID. Further, bacteria concentrations are expected to be low because the 
salinity of the water to be discharged is quite high – 19 ppt. Outside of the ZID (e.g., at the 
beach), bacteria concentrations would be expected to continue to decrease from dilution and die-
off due to exposure to salt water and sunlight (especially near the beaches).  

I-18-22 
Land application of sewage sludge is regulated under 40 CFR Part 503 to ensure that sewage 
sludge is used or disposed of in a way that protects human health and the environment. See 
Master Response SW-13 for a discussion of water quality effects under the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

I-18-23 
Reclamation does not anticipate that costs under CERCLA will be incurred in this project. 
Environmental impacts to natural resources resulting from this project are assessed in the EIS. 
Also see Master Response SW-15. 

I-18-24 
As discussed in Master Response ALT-P3, no other dischargers have been identified, and any 
other users of the pipeline would have to meet all applicable regulations and permit 
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requirements. To attempt to account for pollutants or wastes from future dischargers would be 
speculative and is not within the scope of this EIS.  

I-18-25 
See Master Response REG-1. 

I-18-26 
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to nutrient enrichment from the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

I-18-27 
Master Response REG-1 discusses the time, costs, and feasibility of obtaining regulatory 
compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. CEQA guidelines and other information were 
used to develop evaluation criteria for determining effects to natural resources; however, because 
the SLDFR is a Federal action and not a State action, a joint EIS/EIR was not appropriate. As 
discussed in Sections 21.2.3 and 21.2.4 of the Draft EIS, only the Service elected to become a 
cooperating agency (the NEPA term for the “project partners” referenced in the comment), 
which did not change the project’s status as a Federal action. Section 4 has been updated to 
include a policy consistency analysis for the action alternatives.  

I-18-28 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10. 

I-18-29 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-18-30 
See Master Response REG-1. 

I-18-31 
NEPA permits the evaluation of actions that would—if selected—require additional regulatory 
authorization. Section 4 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a policy consistency 
analysis.  

I-18-32 
See Master Responses REG-1 and GEN-1. 
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I-18-33 
As shown in Section 4, the Ocean Disposal Alternative would need to be found consistent with 
Federal, State, areawide, and local plans and programs. See Master Response REG-1 for 
additional discussion of regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-34 
The California Critical Coastal Area Program is essentially a resource coordination program 
administered by the California Coastal Commission. Its goal is to protect and improve water 
quality in coastal areas threatened or degraded by nonpoint-source runoff pollution. Many areas 
are designated for protection, including Morro Bay. Boundaries are not drawn around each area. 
Rather, the areas are designated simply as points on a map. Information and maps can be 
accessed at http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/cca-nps.html.  

Note that a properly designed diffuser can be used to achieve rapid and efficient dilution, so that 
constituent concentrations within the initial mixing zone are at levels that are detectable above 
background for only a short period of time and over only a limited volume of water. The diffuser 
specified for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is designed to achieve water quality objectives 
within a reasonably sized zone of initial dilution (ZID). Because water quality objectives, 
including those in the California Ocean Plan, have been designed to protect beneficial uses, no 
discernible impacts are anticipated outside the ZID from this discharge. It should be noted that 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, Section 13000, provides guidelines for use by the 
Legislature in determining which discharge options are favored: “…[T]he Legislature further 
finds and declares that activities and factors which may affect the quality of the waters of the 
state shall be regulated to attain the highest water quality which is reasonable, considering all 
demands being made and to be made on those waters and the total values involved, beneficial 
and detrimental, economic and social, tangible and intangible…” . Clearly, if the legislature finds 
that discharge to the ocean provides an environmentally superior discharge option, they are free 
to select that option. 

I-18-35 
The comment is noted. The Ocean Disposal Alternative is one of seven project alternatives and 
has not been identified as the preferred alternative. See Master Response REG-1 in regard to 
regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-36 
The comment is noted. As stated in Section 4, Reclamation will coordinate with State, regional, 
and local agencies to ensure consistency with relevant regulations, plans, and policies. See 
Master Response REG-1 for additional discussion of regulatory compliance for the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-37 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10 in regard to the effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 
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I-18-38 
As discussed in Master Response AG-1, discharge under the Ocean Disposal Alternative would 
not be expected to result in tighter restrictions on agricultural discharges in coastal areas. 
Drainage disposal service costs for Central Valley farmers are likely several times higher than 
the costs incurred by Central Coast farmers to comply with the conditional waiver requirements 
for irrigated agriculture. Implementation of the Ocean Disposal Alternative would require 
compliance with NPDES permit requirements. More extensive runoff controls are already 
required for in-valley farmers than for coastal farmers. As discussed in the project description 
(Section 2), extensive new source control measures would also be required. In addition, farmers 
are required to reimburse the Federal government, up to the farmers’ ability to pay, for capital 
and operations costs of drainage facilities in accordance with Reclamation law. Therefore, no 
economic impacts to San Luis Obispo County farmers due to changes in agricultural discharge 
restrictions are expected. 

I-18-39 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative is one of seven project alternatives and has not been identified 
as the preferred alternative. See Master Response ALT-A1 in regard to selection of a preferred 
alternative. 

I-18-40 
As stated in the comment, water discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative would be 
classified as a point source.  As such, it would be subject to Clean Water Act NPDES permit 
requirements and Ocean Plan requirements designed to maintain beneficial uses and achieve 
water quality objectives.  Conformity of the Ocean Disposal Alternative to specific water quality 
requirements is discussed in Section 5 and in Master Response SW-13.  See Master Response 
REG-1 in regard to the cost, time, and feasibility of the creating an outfall as part of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-41 
Mitigation cost estimates are provided in Appendix O of the Final EIS.  Operation and 
maintenance costs, including energy costs, were included for all alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EIS, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1. 

I-18-42 
Reclamation incorporated features recommended in the report Drainage Without a Drain into the 
In-Valley Alternatives.  See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control 
planning and analysis.  

I-18-43 
As stated in Section 4, Reclamation will coordinate with State, regional, and local agencies to 
ensure consistency with relevant regulations, plans, and policies to the extent possible. See 
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Master Response REG-1 for additional discussion of regulatory compliance for the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative. 

I-18-44 
As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of 
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for 
assessment of environmental effects. 
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COMMENT I-19. JOHN A. ALEXANDER (1 OF 2) 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-19 

I-19-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-20. MATT CLARK 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-20 

I-20-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-21. BENJAMIN EBERT ET AL. 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-21 

I-21-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-22. ALI JORDAN-BROWN 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-22 

I-22-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-23. J.D. MULLEN 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-23 

I-23-1 
The Web site for the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Implementation Program 
(http://www.owue.water.ca.gov/statedrain/index.cfm) lists many of the projects that have been 
accomplished under the program  
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COMMENT I-24. DEIRDRE RIEGELHUTH 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-24 

I-24-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-25. BRIAN STARK 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-25 

I-25-1 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative.  

Construction impacts associated with the Ocean Disposal Alternative are described for each 
applicable resource area, and additional information about construction-related effects has been 
added to Sections 5.2.8.1 and 9.2.8. The analysis of construction impacts is considered adequate 
for an appraisal-level design (see Master Response GEN-1).  

More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to identify the full range of 
contaminants likely to be contained in the discharge.  See Master Response SW-13. 

I-25-2 
Appendix P1, Section P1.2 describes the process by which Reclamation informed the public of 
the availability of the Draft EIS.  In particular, the Draft EIS or a Notice of Availability was 
mailed to Federal, State, and local representatives for the Central Coast area (see Section 21.4); 
paper copies of the Draft EIS were sent to public libraries in Cayucos, San Luis Obispo, and 
elsewhere; and public hearing notices were placed in the San Luis Obispo Tribune and Sun 
Bulletin in advance of the hearings.  The public notification process and timing were in 
accordance with NEPA standards (40 CFR 1502.19, 1503.1). 

In response to public feedback, the end of the comment period was extended to September 1, 
2005. 

I-25-3 
See Master Responses SW-13, SW-4, and SW-5 in regard to water quality impacts of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative. 

I-25-4 
Appraisal-level project cost estimates were prepared at an equivalent level for all alternatives. 
Mitigation cost estimates for all alternatives are included in the Final EIS in Appendix O. 
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COMMENT I-26. JOEY RACANO 

 
Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, it is 
not included in the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project 
and is available upon request.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-26 

I-26-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-27. FRANK MERRILL 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-27 

I-27-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 



Appendix P7 
Individual Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P7_Individual  P7-64 

COMMENT I-28. ALAN E. STRUNK 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-28 

I-28-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-29. KOENE R. GRAVES 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-29 

I-29-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-30. LYNDA MERRILL 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-30 

I-30-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-31. DAVID CARLE 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-31 

I-31-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-32. ROGER K. MASUDA 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-32 

I-32-1 
A complete range of alternatives was considered. Selection of the alternatives considered in the 
Draft EIS is described in the PFR. 

I-32-2 
The recommendation to construct a gas-fired electrical power plant near Electric Transmission 
Path 15 is outside of the purpose and need for the project. 
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COMMENT I-33. BRUCE GIBSON AND ROGER LYON 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-33 

I-33-1 
The project description is adequate for the analysis of environmental impacts. 

I-33-2 
As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of 
design, and as such, the project description for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered 
adequate for the assessment of environmental effects. 
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I-33-3 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would provide more detailed information about sensitive areas in the pipeline 
vicinity.  

I-33-4 
The Draft EIS describes elements of the Ocean Disposal Alternative that may have an effect on 
cultural resources. Specific impacts to individual cultural resources await inventory and 
evaluation efforts in compliance with 36 CFR Part 800.4 once a preferred alternative is 
authorized and funded by Congress. The Draft EIS states that mitigation measures will be 
implemented for construction activities that will have an adverse effect on historic properties. 

I-33-5 
See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 in regard to the analysis of pipeline failures. 

I-33-6 
One reach of the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline would follow Cottontail Creek. See Master 
Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 for discussions of pipeline breach analysis and pipeline design, 
respectively. 

I-33-7 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-33-8 
The comment states that drainwater at the Estero Bay outfall would have an Se concentration of 
220 mg/L and Se treatment should be added to the Ocean Disposal Alternative. As discussed in 
Section 5.2.2.1, the Ocean Disposal Alternative diffuser was designed and modeled to meet the 
Se criterion of 15 mg/L (the 6-month median concentration California Ocean Plan water quality 
objective) within a reasonable zone of initial dilution. For additional discussion, see Master 
Responses SW-6 and SW-13. 

I-33-9 
See Master Responses SW-13, SW-4, SW-5, SW-9, and SE-1 in regard to the water quality 
impacts and analysis of those impacts for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-33-10 
The cost of energy used to convey water for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is included in the 
Annual Project Expenditures shown in Table 17-5. As noted, this alternative has a conveyance 
system cost that is more than 10 times greater than the In-Valley Disposal Alternative. 
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I-33-11 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would provide more detailed information about sensitive areas in the pipeline 
vicinity. 

I-33-12 
Reclamation’s analysis of the Ocean Plan discharge policy and current ocean discharge permits 
indicates that the Ocean Disposal Alternative would not cause significant environmental impacts 
to Estero Bay. Based on the absence of measurable environmental impacts, no economic impacts 
were anticipated other than those associated with construction of the conveyance pipeline and 
outfall. In addition, Reclamation is unaware of any currently existing methods to reliably 
estimate the economic impacts of a potential perception that implementation of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative will cause environmental damage to Estero Bay. However, Reclamation is 
willing to consider any additional information that the commenter might provide regarding the 
measurement of economic impacts of such a perception on the area’s economy.  
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COMMENT I-34. ILLEGIBLE SIGNATURE: PETER R…S 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-34 

I-34-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-35. JOHN A. ALEXANDER (2 OF 2) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-35 

I-35-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-36. BARBARA BREBES 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-36 

I-36-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-37. ILEEN DOERING 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-37 

I-37-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-38. FRED WEDSWORTH 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-38 

I-38-1 
The outfall for the Ocean Disposal Alternative would be approximately 11 miles south of the 
southern boundary of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. At such a distance, the 
contribution of constituents from the discharged water would not be discernable from 
background levels. Reclamation will select a preferred alternative in the ROD based on federal 
planning guidelines. 
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COMMENT I-39. JERRY JAMES 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-39 

I-39-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-40. EDWIN W. LEE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-40 

I-40-1 
A copy of the Ocean Discharge Report for the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Project (by Brown 
& Caldwell) is available in the Reclamation Office of Public Affairs Library in Sacramento. 

I-40-2 
The comment is noted. Some alternatives may include upgrading San Luis Drain if needed.  

I-40-3 
This technology/option was evaluated during the development of alternatives as described in the 
PFR Addendum.  Discharge to out-of-basin evaporation and disposal facilities was not pursued 
due to concerns with environmental justice and conformance with water policy encouraging in-
basin solutions. 
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COMMENT I-41. REO CORDES 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-41 

I-41-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-42. MR. & MRS. BERTAND BORCHARD 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-42 

I-42-1 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10. 
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I-42-2 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative is one of seven alternatives that were evaluated in the Draft EIS 
and has not been identified as the preferred alternative. For background on the development of 
this alternative, see the December 2001 Preliminary Alternatives Report (PAR), San Luis 
Drainage Feature Re-evaluation, the December 2002 PFR, and the July 2004 PFR Addendum.  

I-42-3 
The In-Valley Alternatives include treatment and disposal of drainwater in the San Luis Unit.  

I-42-4 
All of the comments received at the public hearing held in Cayucos on July 14, 2005, as well as 
all of the other public hearings are summarized and responded to in Appendix O8 of the Final 
EIS. 

COMMENT I-43. JERRY WAIDNER 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-43 

I-43-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-44. PATRICA ANDREEN 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-44 

I-44-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-44-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, and SE-1 in regard to the effects of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative on the marine ecosystem. 
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COMMENT I-45. ANN BROOKS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-45 

I-45-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-46. ROBERT CRUTTENDEN 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-46 

I-46-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-47. RICHARD (NO LAST NAME PROVIDED) 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-47 

I-47-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-48. JULIE SMITH 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-48 

I-48-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-49. HUNTLEY LEWIS 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-49 

I-49-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-49-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 

COMMENT I-50. MICHAEL MANION 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-50 

I-50-1 
The In-Valley Alternatives develop reclaimed water through the use of RO treatment. As noted 
in Section 1.1, the overall project purpose is to provide agricultural drainage, not to create new 
cleanup technology. 

I-50-2 
The comment states that if Reclamation plans to purify water for agricultural reuse, federal 
grants might be available to develop new technology for high-volume water purification that 
would have further application in cleaning up the Salton Sea. RO treatment is a component of the 
In-Valley Alternatives. Creating new technology for other projects is outside of the scope of this 
EIS; however, see Master Response GEN-5.  

COMMENT I-51. JOHN AND SUE BOUDREAU 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-51 

I-51-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-52. RANDI PERKINS 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-52 

I-52-1 
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to the potential creation of hypoxic “dead zones.” 

I-52-2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-53. SUSAN A. SAWADE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-53 

I-53-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-53-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-12 in regard to the effects of the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative on the ocean, plant life, plankton, fish, cetaceans, and marine 
mammals. 

COMMENT I-54. SYLVIA M. GREGORY 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-54 

I-54-1, 2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-55. EVELYN AND DAVID DABRITZ 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-55 

I-55-1, 2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-55-3 
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1. 
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COMMENT I-56. LINDA BAGGETT 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-56 

I-56-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-57. BILL DENNEEN 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-57 

I-57-1 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 

I-57-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, and SE-1. 

I-57-3 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10 regarding environment effects of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative. 

I-57-4 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-58. DON DOLLAR 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-58 

I-58-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-58-2 
A significant quantity of current velocity, temperature, and salinity data were analyzed in 
modeling the fate of the discharge within the ocean. Specifically, temperature data for 1972-
1986, salinity data for 1972-1985, and current data for 1984-2002 were obtained, totaling over 
200,000 data points. These data were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the 
discharge diffusion analysis (see Draft EIS Section 5.2.2.1, page 5-52). These data indicated that 
currents in the vicinity of the proposed outfall location would afford substantial effluent dilution 
and that the location would not be a closed ocean current cell that would lead to high localized 
concentrations. It is also instructive to note that rough estimates suggest that “stagnant” 
conditions – i.e., conditions under which current speeds are less than 0.02 meters per second – 
occur in the vicinity of the diffuser only 1 percent of the time and for durations of around one 
hour (though in some cases up to three hours). This estimate is based on analysis of ADCP data 
at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the 1997-2002. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were 
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selected as the preferred alternative in the ROD, a more detailed analysis of local ocean currents 
would be required and conducted. See Master Response GEN-1. 

I-58-3 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 

I-58-4 
See Master Responses GEN-1, SW-15, and ALT-P2.   Wildland fires are not anticipated to 
damage the pipeline. 

I-58-5 
Reclamation would conduct monitoring and adaptive management for any alternative. See 
Master Responses REG-1 and MIT-1. 

I-58-6 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-59. LEE GREENAWALT 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-59 

I-59-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-59-2 
The evidentiary basis of this comment is unclear. Although an extensive three-dimensional 
analysis of ocean current dynamics was not conducted as part of the EIS, it was the professional 
judgment of the EIS preparers that this detailed level of analysis was not warranted at the 
feasibility level of design (see Master Response GEN-1). However, it is important to note that a 
substantial quantity of ocean current data was collected and utilized in the EIS analysis, 
including data for different seasons. Temperature, salinity, and current velocity data were 
gathered from four sources to form the basis of the discharge diffusion analysis (see Draft EIS 
Section 5.2.2.1, page 5-52). These data indicated that currents in the vicinity of the proposed 
outfall location would afford substantial effluent dilution, and that the location would not be a 
closed ocean current cell that would lead to high localized concentrations. It is also instructive to 
note that rough estimates suggest that “stagnant” conditions – i.e., conditions under which 
current speeds are less than 0.02 meter per second – occur in the vicinity of the diffuser only 1 
percent of the time, and for durations of around 1 hour (though in some cases up to 3 hours). 
This estimate is based on analysis of ADCP data at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the 
1997-2002.  This further analysis bolsters the claim that the diffuser would not be located in a 
closed ocean current cell. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as the preferred 
alternative in the ROD, a more detailed analysis of local ocean currents would be required and 
conducted 

COMMENT I-60. JAN HOWELL MARX 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-60 

I-60-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-60-2 
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1. 

COMMENT I-61. GREG MCCLURE 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-61 

I-61-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-62. BARRY PUTMAN 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-62 

I-62-1 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12 for discussion of the effects of Ocean Disposal 
Alternative discharge on near-field water quality, bioaccumulation, and special-status species. 

I-62-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10 in regard to effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

I-62-3 
The comment recommends running drainwater through decontamination ponds planted with 
select marsh vegetation. Marsh vegetation is attractive to wildlife and could result in additional 
ecotoxicity. In addition, discharge of drainwater with high Se concentrations into a productive 
marsh system will likely result in bioaccumulation and potential impacts to avian species. See 
Master Response ALT-T1. 
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COMMENT I-63. PETER RISLEY 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-63 

I-63-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-64. W. DUANE WADDELL 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-64 

I-64-1 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would provide more detailed information about sensitive areas in the pipeline 
vicinity.  

I-64-2 
Formal consultation with the Service under Section 7 of the ESA has been completed for the In-
Valley Alternatives.  Additional informal consultation with the Service is ongoing to develop 
monitoring and mitigation necessary to protect special-status species. Information developed 
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during consultation has been incorporated into the Final EIS, and the Biological Opinion is 
included as Appendix M2. Reclamation will address its regulatory responsibilities as defined 
through the ESA consultation process. Consultation for the Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives 
has not been initiated. If these alternatives were selected during the Final EIS and ROD process, 
consultations would be initiated during the final design and permitting phases.  

I-64-3 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment I-64-1. Reclamation will address its regulatory 
responsibilities as defined through the ESA consultation process and other statutes as they apply. 

I-64-4 
As described in Section 1.1, the purpose of this project is to provide drainage service to drainage-
impaired lands. Evaluating the farming methods that create the drainage is not within the scope 
of this EIS. However, source control was included in the estimates of drainage service rates. See 
Master Response ALT-S1 for more information about source control of drainwater. 

I-64-5 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-64-6 
Cost is only one factor in the selection of a preferred alternative. Table 2.13-2 provides a full 
comparison of the adverse and beneficial effects of each project alternative. The preferred 
alternative and the rationale for its selection are discussed in Section 2.15 of the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT I-65. MATTHEW RICE 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-65 

I-65-1 
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1. 
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I-65-2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-65-3 
The In-Valley Alternatives incorporate RO treatment with reclamation of product water. 

I-65-4 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-66. RANDAL AND ELIZABETH BALL 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-66 

I-66-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-66-2 
See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-12 in regard to the effects of Se on marine life. 

I-66-3 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would provide more detailed information about biological resources in the 
pipeline vicinity. 

I-66-4 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the location of the pipeline route. 

I-66-5 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 
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COMMENT I-67. SMITH HELD 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-67 

I-67-1 
The comment is noted. Master Responses SW-8 through SW-15, which specifically address 
various types of effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge. Impacts associated with the 
terrestrial portions of the Ocean Disposal Alternative are addressed in the Section 7.2.8 of the 
EIS. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional 
feasibility and final design studies would provide more detailed information about sensitive areas 
in the pipeline vicinity.  

I-67-2 
Seismic activity is discussed in Section 9 and in detail in Appendix H. Section 9 and Appendix H 
have been updated to include discussion of the December 2003 San Simeon earthquake and its 
effects. See Master Responses GEO-1 and GEO-2 for additional discussion of seismic activity 
and surface disruption. 

I-67-3 
The map is adequate for its intended purpose and the scale. 

I-67-4 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-68. KAREN PEARSON 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-68 

I-68-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-69. CONSTANCE HELPS 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-69 

I-69-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-69-2 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 
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COMMENT I-70. JOHN HELPS 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-70 

I-70-1, 2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-71. DOLORES SIMONS 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-71 

I-71-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-72. CYNTHIA HAWLEY 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-72 

I-72-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-72-2 
The comment states that Title 8 of the San Luis Obispo Health and Safety Code prohibits any 
waste-bearing pipeline or waste discharge in ocean waters of San Luis Obispo County. As 
discussed in Section 4, the Ocean Disposal Alternative would have to be consistent with State, 
areawide, and local plans and programs to the extent possible. Reclamation will review the San 
Luis Obispo General Plan. See Master Response REG-1. 
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I-72-3 
Generally, tidewaters to their farthest reach, tidelands, navigable waters, and permanently 
submerged lands, including those extending lakeward or seaward to the limit of state ownership, 
are subject to the Public Trust Doctrine. The Public Trust Doctrine originated as an instrument of 
federal common law used to ensure protection of the public’s interest in navigation, fishing, and 
recreation. The Draft EIS addresses potential impacts of project alternatives involving discharge 
to the ocean on fishing and recreational uses of the ocean. The Ocean Disposal Alternative 
pipeline, which would extend 1.4 miles offshore, would be located on the bottom of the seabed; 
therefore, it would have no impact on navigation. 

COMMENT I-73. ERIC LAURIE 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-73 

I-73-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-74. LIBBY LUCAS 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-74 

I-74-1 
The Draft EIS diffuser analyses assumed that drainage water temperatures entering the 
conveyance system would range from 10ºC in winter to 26ºC in summer. No formal analysis of 
heat transfer during conveyance to discharge locations has been conducted, but soil is a very 
good insulator, and we would expect relatively little heat transfer from portions of the 
conveyance system that are underground. Some heat loss might be expected for the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative (211 miles of buried pipeline), where the last mile of conveyance would be 
an underwater pipeline. Therefore, use of the two discharge temperatures cited above (10ºC in 



Appendix P7 
Individual Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P7_Individual  P7-121 

winter to 26ºC in summer) was a reasonable modeling assumption. For comparison, receiving 
water temperatures in the Delta near the discharge point are approximately 7ºC in winter and 
15ºC in summer. Thus, the differences between effluent and receiving water temperatures at the 
Delta discharge locations would be approximately 3ºC in winter and 11ºC in summer. However, 
given the 2-to-1 dilution accomplished within the zone of initial dilution (ZID), at the edge of the 
ZID we would expect the temperature difference to be negligible in winter and only +3.7ºC in 
summer. Furthermore, the summer temperature difference would rapidly diminish with 
continued mixing outside of the ZID.  

Based on this analysis, replacing canals with a buried pipeline is not necessary to control thermal 
effects. However, if one of the Delta Disposal Alternatives were selected for implementation and 
temperature effects were determined to be problematic, switching from canals to a buried 
pipeline could be investigated at that time.  

At the Point Estero discharge location, winter receiving water temperatures are approximately 
10ºC and summer temperatures range from 11ºC (at 60 meters, the discharge depth) to 17ºC (at 
the water surface). Thus, during winter, there would be no difference between the discharge and 
receiving water temperatures (zero temperature impact), and during the summer. the difference 
would be 15ºC (assuming an ocean temperature of 11ºC at 60 meter depth). However, given the 
15-to-1 dilution accomplished within the, at the edge of the ZID we would expect the summer 
temperature difference to be less than 1ºC, a negligible difference (the winter difference is of 
course zero at the edge of the ZID). Furthermore, if we assume moderate heat transfer in the 
pipeline, summer temperature differences would diminish even further, and there would not be a 
significant impact on mixing in the ZID since mixing is governed by momentum and not 
buoyancy forces (which change with temperature). A preliminary sensitivity analysis shows that 
if discharge temperatures are assumed to be equivalent to seasonally averaged ambient air 
temperatures for Martinez (11ºC in winter and 20ºC in summer) and Morro Bay (12ºC in winter 
and 15ºC in summer), mixing conditions in the ZID would be virtually unaffected and 
temperature differences at the edge of the ZID would be negligible for both locations and 
seasons. 

I-74-2 
Westlands agricultural practices are incorporated as part of the existing conditions and No 
Action alternative and are addressed in Section 11.2.2 of the Draft EIS. Revegetation and 
retirement of farmland are part of the proposed action alternatives and are addressed in Sections 
11.2.3 through 11.2.8. 

As stated in Master Response AIR-1, Reclamation will develop emissions estimates and 
complete any applicable Federal consistency analysis and permitting during the detailed design 
phase of the project. 

I-74-3 
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to habitat restoration on retired lands. 

I-74-4 
See Master Response ALT-L3 in regard to future uses of retired lands.   
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I-74-5 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-74-6 
See Sections 5, 7, and 8 for impacts to San Francisco Bay from the Delta Disposal Alternatives. 

I-74-7 
The evidentiary basis of this comment is unclear. Analysis conducted for the EIS suggests that 
the currently proposed location of the diffuser would result in adequate dilution. Once discharged 
to the ocean, the agricultural drainwater will mix with and diffuse, or spread, into the 
surrounding ocean environment. The diffuser design analysis demonstrated that the 
concentration of effluent, and concentrations of particular constituents of concern in the effluent, 
will be diluted to levels below appropriate water quality standards very quickly after discharge 
and, thus, surrounding ocean areas will experience relatively low levels of effluent. For example, 
even under the infrequently (< 1 percent of the time) occurring condition when zero ocean 
currents are above the diffuser, Se concentrations would reach the applicable water quality 
criterion of 15 µg/L between 6 and 12 meters above the diffuser. With maximum expected 
currents, diffusion to the water quality criterion would be achieved only 2 meters above the 
diffuser (see Draft EIS Section 5.2.8.3, page 5-65). Thus, the water quality criterion would be 
met very quickly after discharge. At locations farther from the diffuser, dilution would reduce 
constituent concentrations to levels well below the water quality standard. Also see Master 
Response for SW-13. 

I-74-8 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12 in regard to impacts to aquatic life in the vicinity 
of the Ocean Disposal Alternative diffuser. 

Use of drainwater as a cooling water source for the Morrow Bay Power Plant was considered but 
not pursued due to concerns with institutional arrangements and water quality compatibility with 
existing plant metallurgy. 

I-74-9 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-74-10 
See Master Response GW-1 in regard to the effects of evaporation basins on migratory 
waterfowl. As none of the In-Valley Alternatives would directly discharge to National Wildlife 
Areas in the San Francisco Bay Estuary, disclosure of effects to wildlife using the evaporation 
basins as described in the EIS would include effects to the NWR of the San Francisco Bay 
Estuary.  
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I-74-11 
Reclamation conducted a pilot study to address the question of Se bioavailability of biotreated 
drainage water. Results of the study indicated that Se in evaporation basins receiving biotreated 
drainage water did not have increased bioavailability compared to existing systems in Tulare 
Lake Drainage District. Reclamation has incorporated additional treatment processes to convert 
residual Se from biotreatment systems into less bioavailable forms.  

I-74-12 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT I-75. LIBBY LUCAS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-75 

I-75-1 
Thank you for the information.  
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COMMENT I-76. KATHY SMITH 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-76 

I-76-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-77. R. CRAIG SMITH 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-77 

I-77-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-78. MARGARET (P.J.) WEBB 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-78 

I-78-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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I-78-2 
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to the potential creation of hypoxic “dead zones.” 

I-78-3 
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to stimulation of harmful algal blooms from Ocean 
Disposal Alternative effluent. 

I-78-4 
The introduction of pathogens (i.e., E. coli bacteria) into the ocean environment from the San 
Luis Drain effluent water would most likely occur. Due to the nature of current laboratory 
procedures, many measured bacteria counts are only estimates (e.g., >1.6 million MPN [most 
probable number]). It is impossible to determine what the concentration of indicator bacteria 
concentrations would be at the discharge site. However, bacteria concentrations would have to 
meet the objectives of the California Ocean Plan and the waste discharge permit requirements 
that would be obtained if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen. 

I-78-5 
See Master Response SW-13. 

I-78-6 
No water quality changes are expected to result from the Ocean Disposal Alternative that would 
affect agricultural discharge requirements for Central Coast farmers. See Master Response AG-1 
for additional discussion.  

I-78-7 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 
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COMMENT I-79. CATRIONA BANKS-OROSCO (1 OF 2) 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-79 

I-79-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-80. CATRIONA OROSCO (2 OF 2) 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-80 

I-80-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-81. W.W., TIMOTHY, AND JAMES HARTZELL 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-81 

I-81-1, 2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-81-3 
See Master Responses GEN-1 and ALT-P3. 
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I-81-4 
No additional users have been identified. Additional users would require supplemental 
environmental documentation. 

I-81-5 
The pipeline would be aligned to minimize disruption of groundwater flow paths in the area to 
the extent possible.  See Master Response GEN-1 regarding the design process.  

I-81-6 
Right-of-way and acquisition costs were estimated for each alternative and included in the Draft 
EIS economic analysis. Estimated values included land and improvements, acquisition costs, 
relocation assistance costs, and contingencies. No estimates were included for relocation of 
roads, highways, and utilities, or for acquisition of mineral rights. See Master Responses ALT-
P1 and GEN-1. 

I-81-7 
Section 9.1 and Appendix H discuss the project area and its potential geologic hazards. Section 
9.2.8 discusses the major faults, seismicity, and slope instability in the vicinity of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative route. Appendix H includes detailed discussions of specific faults, including 
the San Andreas and San Simeon faults. Appendix H of the Final EIS has been updated to 
include a discussion of the 2003 San Simeon earthquake and its effects. Also see Master 
Response GEO-1 regarding seismic activity in the project area. 

I-81-8 
Rock types and topographic conditions that have the potential to generate slope instability are 
present along the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline route and must be mitigated for in the 
construction design. Mass wasting hazard is discussed in Section 9.1.5.4 and, specifically, for the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative in Section 9.2.8, along with newly included general mitigation 
options.  

I-81-9 
See Master Responses SW-15 and GEN-1 for discussion of pipeline breaches and the level of 
alternative design and analysis in the Draft EIS, respectively. 

I-81-10 
See Master Response GEN-1. 

I-81-11 
Increased erosion potential due to construction of the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline can be 
avoided by implementing temporary BMPs for erosion and sediment control, and temporary 
drainage measures to prevent excessive slope runoff. Section 9.2.8 of the Final EIS has been 
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revised to include additional information on geologic effects of pipeline construction and 
potential mitigation measures. Presence of the buried pipeline, once construction-related effects 
have ceased, should not affect long-term erosion potential. Also see Master Responses GEN-3 
and SW-15. 

I-81-12 
Standard construction management BMPs would be used to prevent sediment transport and 
erosion in disturbed areas.  Section 5 of the Final EIS provides additional information on typical 
BMPs that would be employed in the project.   

I-81-13 
See Master Response GEN-1. 

I-81-14 
Reclamation project designers used the numbers 11-16, 25, 32, and 51-53 on pipeline maps 
distributed at public meetings to track design items. The numbers are not used in the EIS. 
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COMMENT I-82. BARBARA J. LUCICH 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-82 

I-82-1 
See Master Responses GEN-1 and SW-15, which discuss the pipeline route and monitoring, 
respectively. 

I-82-2, 3 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-83. R. REYES 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I-83 

I-83-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-84. ERIC GREENING 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-84 

I-84-1 
See Master Responses SW-Ocean Impacts-Discharge Environment, SE-1, and SW-9. 

I-84-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9. 
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I-84-3 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10 in regard to the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative’s impacts and analysis. 

I-84-4 
The “revenue stream” to pay for ongoing maintenance and mitigation monitoring for all action 
alternatives would be based on funds collected from project beneficiaries (San Luis Unit 
irrigators). These collected funds would constitute the contractual repayment obligation that 
project beneficiaries are required to accept before drainage features are constructed. Project costs 
would be allocated and repaid according to project authorizing legislation and Reclamation 
policy. See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

I-84-5 
It is unlikely that any invasive species that are not already carried by the San Joaquin River, or 
any other streams outfalling to the coast, would be carried from the San Luis Unit to the ocean 
outfall via pipeline.  

I-84-6 
See Master Response GEN-1. 

I-84-7 - 9 
See Master Response SW-15. 

I-84-10 
See Master Response GEN-1. The design of a pipeline in the vicinity of an active fault is usually 
very different than that of the rest of the pipeline. Specific features would be identified in a later 
design phase if this alternative were advanced for further consideration. 

I-84-11 
See Master Response ALT-P1 for a discussion of the use of public rights-of-way. 

I-84-12 
As described in Section 1.2 of the Draft EIS, Reclamation is required to develop drainage service 
for the San Luis Unit in accordance with a court order. Selection of the specific alternative for 
implementation and necessary right-of-way will take place in accordance with Reclamation 
policy. 

I-84-13 
The preferred alternative and the rationale for its selection are discussed in Section 2.15 of the 
Final EIS. Table 2.13-2 of the EIS provides a full comparison of the adverse and beneficial 
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effects of project alternatives. As indicated in that table, most adverse impacts can be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level. 

I-84-14 
Land acquisition and right-of-way costs were estimated and included in the construction costs of 
all alternatives in the Draft EIS.  Economic impacts to landowners along pipeline routes would 
be compensated through land acquisition and right-of-way payments. 

I-84-15, 16 
See Master Response ALT-P1 for a discussion of right-of-way acquisition and access for the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-84-17 
See Master Response ALT-P2 in regard to visible structures along the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative pipeline route. 

I-84-18 
At this level of inquiry, no Native American tribes along any of the alternative alignments have 
been contacted. Once an alternative is selected for further analysis, Native American tribes and 
interested members of the public will be contacted pursuant to the regulations set forth in 36 
CFR Part 800. Senate Bill 18 requires Native American consultations during amendments to 
General Plans. If an amendment is required, then consultation will proceed under this authority. 
Regardless, the regulations noted above require federal agencies to contact Native American 
tribes to determine if there are sites of religious or cultural significance within the area of 
potential effect. 

I-84-19 
See the Response to Comment I-84-18. Once a preferred alternative is selected, the alignment 
will be inventoried, and identified cultural resources will be evaluated for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. If these historic properties are adversely affected, then a 
memorandum of agreement will be negotiated among Reclamation, the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and consulting parties to resolve adverse effects. 

I-84-20 
Pipeline rights-of-way would be treated as utility rights-of-way and receive routine maintenance. 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative is advanced for further consideration, mitigation issues will be 
addressed on a case-by-case basis. 

I-84-21 
Funding for all action alternatives would require authorization from Congress and appropriations 
every 5 years for planned expenditures. 
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I-84-22 
Where possible, existing right-of-way easements would be used. See Master Response ALT-P1 
in regard to vegetation along the Ocean Disposal Alternative alignment. 

I-84-23 
See Master Response ALT-P2, which discusses pipeline burial. 

I-84-24 
See Master Response SW-15. 

I-84-25 
See Master Response ALT-P2 in regard to stream crossings of the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
pipeline. 

I-84-26 
The cost of energy used to convey water for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is included in the 
Annual Project Expenditures shown in Table 17-5. As noted, this alternative has a conveyance 
system cost that is more than 10 times greater than the In-Valley Disposal Alternative. 

I-84-27 
The reader is concerned with increasing energy costs and the ability of Reclamation to 
accommodate rising costs. Costs and escalation factors for energy were developed based on 
accepted practices for Reclamation projects and appraisal-level cost analyses.  

I-84-28, 29 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would be conducted to identify the habitat types potentially affected and 
appropriate mitigation.  

I-84-30 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-85. LEE HOWARD 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-85 

I-85-1 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

I-85-2 
The only land that has been purchased for the expressed purpose of drainwater reuse is the 
approximately 4,000 acres currently being developed for reuse by Panoche Drainage District. 
Other lands within Westlands Water District have been purchased by Westlands as a result of 
litigation settlements. Where these existing District-owned lands are located such that it is 
feasible to use them for future drainwater reuse sites, they are being considered for that purpose 
to maintain as much commercially productive agriculture as possible. 
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I-85-3 
Land retirement can be accomplished through placement of non-irrigation covenants on the lands 
and does not necessarily imply a change in fee title ownership of the lands nor require 
identification of ownership. Compatible (non-irrigated) and foreseeable land management uses 
were estimated to account for ongoing management costs associated with the land retirement as 
well as to evaluate foreseeable environmental impacts. Post-retirement land management would 
be the responsibility of the landowner. Post-retirement land uses beyond the scope of those 
evaluated (dryland farming, grazing, or fallowing) would be a separate project subject to all 
applicable environmental review, permitting, and financing requirements. 

I-85-4 
If an alternative involving land retirement is selected and funded, Reclamation would offer land 
retirement in place of drainage service to owners of all eligible lands. Participation in the land 
retirement program would be at the discretion of the landowners. However, no drainage service 
would be provided for lands identified for retirement. If participation in the land retirement 
program is lower than anticipated, an adaptive management approach will be developed to 
ensure that the selected alternative is effectively implemented. 

I-85-5 
See Response to Comment I-85-4. Weed management for retired lands is discussed in Master 
Response ALT-L1. 

I-85-6 
See Master Response ALT-L3 regarding future uses of retired lands. 

I-85-7 
A 30-day no action period will be provided following publication of the Final EIS.  After the no 
action period, Reclamation will adopt the Final EIS as adequate in compliance with NEPA and 
make a decision on the proposed action, which will be published in a ROD.  In addition, if 
permits are required for the selected alternative, the public may have an opportunity to comment 
during the permitting process.   

I-85-8 
See Master Response BIO-2 in regard to protection of special-status species.  

I-85-9 
The EIS assumes that impacts will occur in the absence of other site-specific information and 
discloses potential mitigation measures that could be required.  Therefore, the EIS is compliant 
with the purpose of NEPA to disclose impacts to allow selection of the preferred alternative.   
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I-85-10 
The comment is noted. Estimated effects to biological resources in the Draft EIS are based on the 
best available information. That information and current scientific principles were used to 
develop the assessment information provided in the Draft EIS.  

I-85-11 
Reclamation believes the comment refers to the phrase “removal of the water and chemicals 
from the river,” which appeared in several places in Section 5 of the Draft EIS. The text should 
read “removal of the water and chemicals from the Grassland Bypass Project discharge to the 
river.” This change has been made in Final EIS Sections 5.2.4.2, 5.2.5.2, 5.2.6.2, 5.2.7.2, 5.2.8.2, 
5.2.9.2, and 5.2.10.2. 

I-85-12 
See Response to Comment I-85-9. 

I-85-13 
See Response to Comment I-85-7.  Reclamation will provide periodic updates on the 
implementation of the selected alternative.    

I-85-14 
See Response to Comment I-85-10. 

I-85-15 
The validity of the statement cited in the comment would depend on the final sites selected for 
construction. In general, however, lands retired from intensive agricultural management (e.g., 
multiple annual soil tillage, pesticides, fertilizers, etc.) would provide more habitat potential than 
lands remaining under intensive agricultural management. 

I-85-16 
Historically, the lands requiring drainage were arid, and the native species that occurred there 
were adapted to dry conditions. The addition of irrigation has changed the composition of plant 
and animal communities found in the area, and removal of irrigation water will change the 
composition once again. In Section 7 of the Draft EIS, Reclamation addressed such changes 
using the best available information.  

I-85-17 
The analysis uses existing information where available. That information indicates that timing 
and distance to areas used by marine species as it relates to potential construction activities 
would affect the level of impact. The section is disclosing the potential for effects on resources 
as required by NEPA. 
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I-85-18 
See Master Response EC-2 in regard to the economic impact region considered for the proposed 
project. 

I-85-19 
See Master Response EC-2 in regard to the economic impact region considered for the proposed 
project. 

I-85-20 
While it is difficult to determine the exact locations of jobs created or lost as part of the proposed 
project, in general, the majority of the jobs that would be lost under the action alternatives would 
occur near the retired drainage-impaired lands. New jobs may be associated with either 
construction or operation of the drainage facilities, which for the In-Valley Alternatives would 
occur in the same general county or region as the retired lands. 

I-85-21 
See Master Response SI-1 in regard to job retraining programs. 

I-85-22 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-85-23 
See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region considered for social and 
environmental justice issues. 

I-85-24 
Jobs lost due to past and current land retirement activities were not analyzed in the Draft EIS. 

I-85-25 
See Master Response SI-1 in regard to job retraining programs. 

I-85-26 
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement. 

I-85-27 
The number and qualifications of workers available to fill construction jobs are highly variable. 
It is inappropriate to speculate about the number or qualifications of workers available at the 
time of project implementation. 
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I-85-28 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-85-29 
See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region considered for social and 
environmental justice issues. 

I-85-30 
See Master Responses EC-2 and ALT-L1 for a discussion of the region evaluated for social and 
environmental justice impacts and project-related socioeconomic impacts, respectively. 
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COMMENT I-86. WILLIAM C. BIANCHI 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, it is 
not included in the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project 
and is available upon request.   

RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-86 

I-86-1 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

I-86-2 
The PFR Addendum and other project-related reports are available on the Web at: 
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/sccao/sld/docs/index.html. Also see Master Response ALT-A1 
regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

I-86-3 
An analysis of the costs of source control measures (including reuse) versus the costs of 
conveyance, treatment, and disposal was conducted as a part of the PFR. Results of the analysis 
indicated that reuse was the most cost-effective source control component, reducing the volume 
of disposal by 73 percent and thereby reducing the pipeline construction and operation costs.  

I-86-4 
The policy identified in the comment is Section 101 of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(42 USC 4331). 
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I-86-5 
According to Reclamation's economic evaluations, the Ocean Disposal Alternative would have 
neither the lowest capital expenditure nor the lowest cost to the economy from a national 
perspective. The environmental impacts for the Ocean Disposal Alternative are discussed in 
various sections titled “Ocean Disposal Alternative” throughout the EIS. 

I-86-6 
Costs of land acquisition for easements are included in the cost estimates. Mitigation costs are 
presented in Appendix O of the Final EIS. 

I-86-7 
The forecast electrical demand for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is approximately 81.4 GW 
hours per year. The loads associated with this alternative would be physically located in the 
PG&E North and South market areas, which are reported to have an existing load of 18.5 GW 
and a projected load growth of approximately 3.0 GW over the next 9 years. Assuming that 80 
percent of the Ocean Disposal Alternative peak energy demand is typically required (the 
utilization factor), project demand represents an additional system load of approximately 12 
MW. Thus, the incremental load associated with the Ocean Disposal Alternative represents 
approximately 0.06 percent of the current system load and less than 0.5 percent of the near-term 
load growth forecast. As noted in the Draft EIS, the expected demand profile for each of the 
disposal options is relatively constant. Generating facilities that serve these types of base loads 
are typically constructed in increments of 500 MW or more. Therefore, one can conclude that 
new generation that is built to serve the expected 3 GW total load growth within the PG&E 
service area will have sufficient capacity to serve the 12 MW additional load required for the 
disposal options. The cost of energy used to convey water for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is 
included in the Annual Project Expenditures shown in Table 17-5. 

I-86-8 
The evidentiary basis for the statement that the drainwater fits the definition of a hazardous 
waste is unclear. See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 in regard to the potential for pipeline 
failure. 

I-86-9 
Section 9.2.8 and Appendix H have been revised to include discussion of the San Simeon 
earthquake and its effects. See Master Responses GEO-1 and GEO-2 for additional discussion of 
seismic activity and surface disruption, respectively. It is unlikely that this event will generate 
new construction standards since the current standards account for the effects of events such as 
the San Simeon earthquake. The construction of the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline would 
demand mitigation measures for ground-shaking hazard based on existing standards. 
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I-86-10 
The comment is noted. See Master Responses SW-15 and GEO-3 for discussion of the likelihood 
of pipeline breaks and potential mitigation, respectively. 

I-86-11 
Drainwater quality included uncertainty analysis and used upper confidence limits to predict 
worst-case conditions. 

I-86-12 
The EIS uses both existing historical data and new data to predict drainage water quality. As 
with any predictive scientific effort, uncertainty exists in predicted concentrations. The EIS used 
the estimates of uncertainty to predict the highest concentrations likely to be present. By using 
high estimates, the EIS is conservative in that it discloses impacts that may be overstated.  

I-86-13 
Since the diffuser would not be located immediately adjacent to the outfalls mentioned in the 
comment, the effect of interactions between the proposed ocean disposal outfall and the other 
two outfalls would be a far-field effect. For example, the Morro Bay/Cayucos Wastewater 
Treatment Plant outfall is located approximately 9 miles southeast, the Duke Energy Morro Bay 
Power Plant outfall is approximately 10 miles southeast, and the abalone farm discharge is 
approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the proposed ocean diffuser location (Draft EIS Figure 5.1-
8). The zone of initial dilution (ZID) for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is far smaller than these 
distances, so that Se concentrations will fall below water quality objectives well before 
discharges from these sources would “interact.” If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen 
as the preferred alternative in the ROD, a more detailed analysis of far-field impacts would be 
conducted. 

I-86-14 
The introduction of nutrients and suspended solids to ocean waters from the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative is discussed in detail in Master Responses SW-11, SW-4, and SW-13. 

I-86-15 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9. 

I-86-16 
Section C2.5.2 describes the process used to estimate the groundwater quality served by different 
reuse facilities in the San Luis Unit using an existing well monitoring database developed over 
the past two decades by Reclamation. The reader questions the use of the groundwater quality 
data (Swain 1990) for this analysis based on the lack of recognition of the importance of well 
and aquifer characteristics and incorrectly assumes that a groundwater transport model was used 
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to generate the estimates. In addition, the reader questions the database and deems it inadequate 
due to a lack of analysis of temporal trends in groundwater quantity and quality. 

As described in Section C2.1, a transport model was not used to develop the estimates of 
groundwater quality. Existing data on shallow groundwater quality were modeled using 
geostatistical methods. Section 6 of the Draft EIS presents the results of the groundwater 
transport model that was used to estimate changes in groundwater elevation using the 
MODFLOW modeling code developed for the project area by USGS and subsequently modified 
by HydroFocus for use in this project. It should be noted that the MODFLOW modeling is 
independent of the groundwater quality estimates. Appendix E2 of the Draft EIS presents the 
results of additional sampling and analysis of groundwater quality conducted by Reclamation in 
2002 to assess changes in groundwater quality since 1989. This analysis indicated that no 
systematic changes were found in the Study Area. 

I-86-17 
The geologic stratification of the San Joaquin Valley has been incorporated into the USGS model 
that was used for analysis in the Draft EIS. Specifically, hundreds of well logs were used to 
characterize the textural spatial variability. More than 35 USGS person-years were spent 
developing the groundwater flow model.  

The papers cited by the commenter have been reviewed. Upon review of these papers, it is 
unclear what the relevance of soil solution sampling and water-stage recording devices have to 
the drainage study area hydrogeology. Four of the papers cited propose the existence of a 
perched water table in the western San Joaquin Valley based on limited measurements and 
observations in the Cantua Creek Fan in the 1960s. Comprehensive examination of groundwater-
level data throughout the western San Joaquin Valley by the USGS, including the Cantua Creek 
Fan area, did not find evidence of perched conditions except in limited areas near the axis of the 
valley (see Belitz and Heimes 1990, Character and Evolution of the Ground-water Flow System 
in the Central Part of the Western San Joaquin Valley, California, USGS Water Supply Paper 
2348). 

The generalized geohydrologic section of the western San Joaquin Valley (Figure 6-5) is taken 
from USGS publications reporting results from the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program. The 
section was developed from previous USGS and DWR reports and new data collected as part of 
the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program. Further detailed textural distribution analyses were 
incorporated into the USGS model. Modifications to the model were minor, and the stratification 
presented is identical to that presented by the USGS. 

The groundwater flow assumptions are quantified in a numerical groundwater flow model 
originally developed by the USGS. The USGS used an extensive database of geologic, 
groundwater-level, and water-use data to develop and calibrate its model. Later testing conducted 
on the model, whereby input data sets were updated and the simulation results compared to 
recent observed conditions, confirmed model accuracy and the appropriateness of specified 
model input. 

I-86-18 
An increase in upslope irrigation is not planned. The soil salinity analysis was not site-specific 
but was designed to (1) evaluate soil salinity effects of varying irrigation strategies and (2) verify 
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the validity of the simple mass balance model for estimating soil salinity. In Appendix E3, which 
describes the soil salinity modeling, sources of chemical data are referenced that include data for 
the unsaturated zone, including data for upslope areas. Because the primary focus was the 
estimation of possible soil salinity changes relative to agricultural production, nitrates were not 
considered in the analysis. Reclamation agrees that there are naturally occurring nitrates. 
However, concentrations of these nitrates are generally lower than soluble nitrogen generated 
from fertilizer application. Salinity, Se, boron, and molybdenum are the primary constituents of 
concern for drainwater quality. Implementing strategies for minimizing concentrations of these 
constituents will also minimize nitrate concentrations by minimizing deep percolation into 
groundwater. 

I-86-19 
The comment appears to refer to Section 12 rather than 15. Salt balances discussed in Section 12 
considered salts in imported irrigation water but not in fertilizers. Including estimates of salts 
from fertilizers would make little difference in the overall salt balances because salt loads from 
fertilizer application are small compared to salt loads from irrigation supply, soil, and 
groundwater. For these reasons, inclusion of fertilizer in the mass balance would not change the 
relative comparison among alternatives. 

I-86-20 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-86-21 
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning. 

I-86-22 
Increased capacity of the drainage system beyond the current design is not a stated component of 
the In-Valley Alternatives. However, the PFR Addendum provides an overview of the 
preliminary preferred alternative selection criteria, and flexibility in accommodating future 
conditions was an advantage identified for the In-Valley Alternatives. 

I-86-23 
Section 9.2.8 and Appendix H have been revised to include discussion of the San Simeon 
earthquake and its effects. See Master Responses GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3 for additional 
discussion of seismic activity, surface disruption, and mitigation, respectively. The construction 
of the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline would require mitigation measures for ground-
shaking hazard based on existing standards. Mitigation procedures to account for secondary 
effects such as those triggered during the San Simeon earthquake must also be undertaken. 
Possible mitigation options are discussed in Section 9.2.8. 
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I-86-24 
See Master Responses SW-10, SW-9, and SW-13 in regard to public health and ecological 
effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

I-86-25 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9. 

I-86-26 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT I-87. JOHN P. MILLS 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, it is 
not included in the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project 
and is available upon request.   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT I-87 

I-87-1 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, SW-9, and SW-15. 

I-87-2 
The Draft EIS addresses a full range of alternatives including In-Valley Alternatives that 
incorporate the features described in the comment. 
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Appendix P8 Public Hearing Comments and Responses 
P8  

INTRODUCTION 
Four public hearings were held to provide forums for public comments and input on the EIS 
analysis.  The hearings were held at the following dates, times, and locations: 

• Monday, July 11, 2005, 1:30–3:30 p.m., Federal Building, Cafeteria Conference Room C-
1001, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, CA 95825  

• Tuesday, July 12, 2005, 6–8 p.m., Heald College Conference Center, Rooms 1 and 2, 5130 
Commercial Circle, Concord, CA 94520 

• Wednesday, July 13, 2005, 6–8 p.m., Piccadilly Inn Shaw, Crown Room, 2305 West Shaw, 
Fresno, CA 93711 

• Thursday, July 14, 2005, 6–8 p.m., Cayucos Veterans Hall, 10 Cayucos Drive, Cayucos, CA 
93430 

Comments identified from the official transcripts for each hearing are summarized in the 
following sections. Each comment has been assigned a prefix (CO for Concord, CY for Cayucos, 
F for Fresno, and S for Sacramento) and a number, and each commenter’s name is included.  
Reclamation’s response follows each comment. Master Responses are presented in Appendix P2. 

Official transcripts are not included in the Final EIS but are available upon request. 

SACRAMENTO PUBLIC HEARING, JULY 11, 2005 

PH-S-1 (Joe Langenberg) 
The commenter expressed support for the In-Valley Disposal Alternative with the absolute 
minimum land requirement option because the alternative allows treated water to be utilized; is 
the least complex and easiest to permit and, thus, easiest and quickest to implement; and is 
flexible, since it is not necessary to treat the whole area at once. Reclamation can easily treat the 
most adversely affected area immediately, add new units, or expand in-place units. In-valley 
disposal would also provide additional water. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-S-2a (Joe Langenberg) 
If water can be treated, why reuse it first, when there are adverse impacts such as selenium and 
contaminants in the San Joaquin River? Drainwater should go directly into treatment. Drainwater 
recycling just takes water and degrades it by using the drainage. 

Response 
Reuse of drainwater reduces the volume of drainage (by about 70 percent) that requires 
subsequent treatment and disposal. Reuse is less expensive than treatment and disposal. 
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PH-S-2b (Joe Langenberg) 
Selenium biotreatment is unnecessary and a waste of money. Better to go directly from treatment 
into storage. 

Response 
According to Reclamation’s cost evaluation, biotreatment is less expensive than surface nets or 
covers for evaporation basins. See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water 
treatment options and technologies. 

PH-S-3 (Matt Reeve, Department of Food and Agriculture) 
Instead of retiring marginal land, it could be farmed using alternative practices such as integrated 
on-farm drainage management or dryland farming, with federal funding to make it more 
marketable to the farmers. Also, Reclamation should consider long-term management, cost, 
planting of native species, and other options. The commenter stresses that by keeping marginal 
land in production, farming could be maintained and the economy would not be disrupted as 
much as with land retirement. 

Response 
The Land Retirement Alternatives assume that retired lands would be one-third dryland farmed, 
one-third grazed, and one-third fallowed.  The use of extensive on-farm integrated management 
systems was considered in the development of alternatives.  However, on-farm management 
systems were not selected as a Unit-wide drainage solution primarily due to concerns over 
institutional and regulatory challenges that would be posed by the operation of many small 
systems throughout the Unit, rather than a few more centralized systems.  

PH-S-4 (Joe Dillon, National Marine Fisheries Service) 
NOAA Fisheries supports one of the in-valley solutions, potentially one with an option that 
matches up water uses. The Draft EIS properly identifies the impacts of the Delta Disposal 
Alternatives. The analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative needs additional detail regarding 
nutrient loading, algal blooms caused by warm ocean water, algal species that cause domoic acid 
poisoning, and other issues. 

Response 
The comment is noted.  For additional details on the potential for nutrient loading and algal 
blooms under the Ocean Disposal Alternative, see Master Response SW-11. 
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CONCORD PUBLIC HEARING, JULY 12, 2005 

PH-CO-1 (Barbara Johnson for Congressman George Miller) 
The commenter requested permission for Congressman Miller to submit his written comments on 
the Draft EIS at a later date. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CO-2 (Barbara Johnson for Congressman George Miller) 
Citizens of the Delta region will oppose any Delta Disposal Alternative. Congressman Miller 
hopes Reclamation will encourage the wise use of taxpayer-funded water. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CO-3 (Matt Moses, Contra Costa Water District) 
The commenter expressed support for an in-valley solution to San Luis drainage and opposition 
to the Delta Disposal Alternatives. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CO-4 (David Nesmith, Sierra Club) 
The commenter expressed support for an In-Valley Alternative and opposition to the Delta 
Disposal Alternatives and Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CO-5 (David Nesmith, Sierra Club) 
The EIS should consider an alternative that would have zero evaporation ponds in the valley, 
maximum retention of water for Reclamation to use in areas that do not cause the water to 
become toxic, and provision of water for Reclamation reuse in more appropriate places; that 
would be cost effective and environmentally beneficial; and that would expand land retirement to 
at least the 379,000 acres of drainage-impaired lands subject to this study. Such an alternative 
would have lower initial capital outlay because it may not require the construction and O&M 
costs of a [desalination] plant. 
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Response 
Reclamation has determined that a reasonable range of practicable alternatives have been 
evaluated for the project. See Master Response ALT-L2 in regard to retirement of all drainage-
impaired lands. 

PH-CO-6 (David Nesmith, Sierra Club) 
Any land retirement program should include a program for re-employment, retraining, and 
rehousing displaced farm workers. The Draft EIS should include more detail on project-related 
effects to farm workers. 

Response 
See Master Responses ALT-L1 and SI-1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement. 

PH-CO-7 (Dr. Terry Young) 
The Draft EIS seriously understates the environmental consequences of the Delta Disposal 
Alternatives.  

Response 
The Draft EIS includes adequate evaluation of impacts of the Delta Disposal Alternatives to 
enable consideration in selection of a preferred alternative.  See Master Responses SW-1 and 
SW-2. 

PH-CO-8 (Dr. Terry Young) 
The commenter expressed support for an in-valley alternative that maximizes land retirement 
because it would minimize long-term drainage problems, cost the least, and perhaps reduce the 
environmental effects of running the reuse systems and evaporation pumps.  

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CO-9 (Dr. Terry Young) 
Evaporation ponds present risks to wildlife, possibly to a greater degree than was presented in 
the Draft EIS analysis. 

The proposed alternatives should include an aggressive program for Reclamation to use the salts 
created in the evaporation ponds rather than letting them become a waste stream. 
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Response 
The comments are noted. See Master Response BIO-3 in regard to the effect of evaporation 
basins on migratory waterfowl and other species and Master Response GEN-5 in regard to the 
reuse of salt. 

PH-CO-10 (Dr. Terry Young) 
Water that is no longer being used on retired lands should not revert to the district but should go 
back to Reclamation to be used to meet their currently unmet environmental obligations.  

Response 
The use of excess water is discussed in Master Response GEN-2. 

PH-CO-11 (Dr. Terry Young) 
It is unclear whether Reclamation anticipates creating incentives and requirements for 
landowners that keep land in production to limit the amount of drainwater that they put into the 
system. The amount of drainwater that Reclamation accepts should be limited, and financial 
incentives to reduce it below that level should be used. 

Response 
The maximum amount of drainwater that Reclamation accepts is based on the capacity of the 
system, and Reclamation made a determination based on cost effectiveness. The incentive is 
based on the design of the system, which dictates the maximum flow. The financial incentive 
would be the cost of treatment and disposal.  

PH-CO-12 (Dr. Terry Young) 
The proposed reuse system and evaporation ponds could have serious effects to wildlife. Systems 
have to be over-engineered and tightly maintained. Who would be liable if something goes 
wrong? Reclamation should protect the public by either putting together a performance bond or 
by investigating insurance that would pay for cleanup and damage mitigation. 

Response 
See Master Responses BIO-3 in regard to the effect of evaporation basins on migratory 
waterfowl and other species, MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning, and MIT-1 in regard to 
adaptive management and monitoring. 

PH-CO-13 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
The commenter expressed support for land retirement options presented in the Draft EIS and 
opposition to the Delta Disposal Alternatives and Ocean Disposal Alternative. 
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Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CO-14 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
The Draft EIS fails to consider a full land retirement option. Some additional drainage land has 
been left out and some current programs anticipate the land coming back into production in the 
future. So what really is meant by land retirement? 

Response 
Land retirement in the Northerly Area was evaluated (see Section 2.11.4.1 of the Draft EIS), and 
the retirement of 10,000 acres in Broadview Water District is included in all three In-Valley 
Alternatives.  See Master Response ALT-L2 for additional discussion. 

PH-CO-15 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
The new long-term contract with Westlands assumes the same amount of acreage and water 
deliveries for the next 25 years. How can Reclamation make a long-term commitment to 
Westlands without first resolving important questions about drainage and land retirement? 

Response 
Drainage rates are based on the number of acres farmed. Under each alternative except for the 
In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative, the water can be put to 
beneficial use. A provision in Westlands Water District’s water services contract with 
Reclamation states that in the event the Secretary of the Department of the Interior implements a 
land retirement program to address drainage in the San Luis Unit, then a new Water Needs 
Assessment would be completed after each quarter of the overall retirement program has been 
implemented.   The results of each new Water Needs Assessment would be evaluated to 
determine if a reduction in Westlands’ total water contract quantity is warranted.   Under the 
contract provision, lands retired through the CVPIA Land Retirement Program and the Britz 
Settlement would not be considered a part of the land retirement program for purposes of 
triggering a new Water Needs Assessment, but would be considered in any new Water Needs 
Assessments.  Also see Master Response GEN-2 in regard to long-term contracts. 

PH-CO-16 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
Water freed up from land retirement belongs to Reclamation, not to Westlands or landowners. 
Reclamation should meet its other obligations such as water quality standards and environmental 
obligations under CVPIA rather than simply adding to the existing supply of farmers who may 
well aggravate the drainage problem. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to use of excess water. 
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PH-CO-17 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
The commenter is troubled by the tendency to make drainage decisions in a secret, piecemeal 
fashion, such as the Sumner-Peck settlement. Clarify if any secret discussions are taking place in 
regard to the proposed project. 

Response 
Environmental reviews conducted in accordance with NEPA require public disclosure and 
consultation at several points throughout the review process. Section 21.1 and Appendix P1, 
Section P1.2 describe the official notifications and public involvement activities for this project. 
Although it is ultimately Reclamation’s responsibility to make a decision on the proposed action, 
the final decision would not be secret and will be documented in a Record of Decision.  

PH-CO-18 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
The Draft EIS doesn’t adequately disclose how Westlands will meet its CEQA and other state 
law obligations. 

Response 
See Master Response REG-2 for a discussion of CEQA compliance. 

PH-CO-19 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
Regarding the issue of reasonable use under state law, Reclamation needs to more completely 
analyze whether water delivery service to this land is even legal under state and federal law. 

Response 
See Master Response P&N-1. 

PH-CO-20 (Hal Candee, Natural Resources Defense Council) 
Reclamation must more fully disclose how impacts from evaporation ponds and other project 
components will be mitigated. 

Response 
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning. 

PH-CO-21 (Gary Bobker, Bay Institute) 
The Draft EIS shies away from its own conclusions. The In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area 
Land Retirement Alternative is acknowledged as superior to the others, both in terms of overall 
benefits and avoided impacts. This alternative begins to establish a long-term solution to the 
drainage disposal problem and also leads to the smallest amount of drainage volume, facilities, 
and ponds. Tools to reduce the volume of discharge and size of facilities should be evaluated, 



Appendix P8 
Public Hearing Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P8_Public  P8-8 

and compensation habitat should be considered. Water savings created as a result of land 
retirement should be clarified. Water should revert back to Reclamation, which has many 
obligations. 

Response 
The In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative has been selected as the 
preferred alternative, as described in Section 2.15 of the Final EIS.  Additional information on 
mitigation has been added to Section 20.  See Response to Comment PH-CO-15 regarding water 
from retired lands. 

PH-CO-22 (Gary Bobker, Bay Institute) 
The Draft EIS underestimates impacts to the Delta and the coast. The Bay-Delta is already 
saturated with selenium. Additional loading could have a severe biological impact.  

Response 
See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-2 for a discussion of biological effects of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative and Delta Disposal Alternatives. 

PH-CO-23 (Gary Bobker, Bay Institute) 
What are the project milestones between the public hearing and adoption of the Final EIS? 

Response 
Public comments on the Draft EIS were accepted through September 1, 2005, following a one-
month extension of the public comment period. Comments made at the public hearings and 
submitted throughout the comment period were considered and addressed, and the Final EIS was 
published in or before May 2006.  An additional 30-day no action period will be provided 
following publication of the Final EIS.  Following the no action period, Reclamation will adopt 
the Final EIS as adequate in compliance with NEPA and make a decision on the proposed action, 
which will be published in a Record of Decision.  

PH-CO-24 (John Kopchik, Contra Costa County Community Development Department, 
Conservation Division) 
The San Luis Drain or some other export facility is a bad policy idea because the Delta is Contra 
Costa County’s shoreline; the source of drinking water for half of the county’s residents; a visual 
and recreational resource; and citizens have spent a lot of money to clean up, protect, and restore 
it. 

Response 
The comments are noted.  Reclamation is required by court order to provide drainage service to 
the San Luis Unit, as explained in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS. See Section 1.2 for a discussion 
of the court order and the background of the proposed project.  
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PH-CO-25 (John Kopchik, Contra Costa County Community Development Department, 
Conservation Division) 
The Draft EIS understates drain impacts and costs. The commenter expressed support for an in-
valley solution. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

FRESNO PUBLIC HEARING, JULY 13, 2005 

PH-F-1 (Joe Langenberg) 
Why use reuse drainage recycling, a technique from a time when no other alternatives were 
available? Reclamation should do away with reuse, drainage recycling, and any further land 
retirement, all of which are unnecessary. Processing will remove the drainage, which will help to 
remove the salinity in the soil and restore the impacted soil to either Farmland of Statewide 
Importance or Prime Farmland. 

Response 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

PH-F-2 (Jose Feria, Department of Water Resources) 
DWR supports the Land Retirement Alternatives, but serious social and environmental justice 
issues occur with retiring large amounts of lands. Many communities would be at risk and lose a 
lot of economic base. Drainage reuse is an effective way to minimize the amount of drainage. 

Response 
The analysis of Land Retirement Alternatives indicated that economic and social/environmental 
justice effects would not be significant (see Sections 17.2 and 18.2).  

Reuse of drainwater reduces the volume of drainage (by about 70 percent) that requires 
subsequent treatment and disposal.  Drainage reuse is included in all of the action alternatives. 

PH-F-3 (Jeff Bryant, Firebaugh Water District) 
The EIS should discuss the Westside Regional Drainage Plan. 

Response 
Components of the Westside Plan are included in the In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement 
Alternative. 
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PH-F-4a (Andrew Gordus, CDFG) 
The Draft EIS lacks information. Mitigation compensatory habitat is mentioned, but no 
conceptual locations, design or management plans, or land ownership or economic analysis are 
provided. An EIS should disclose all mitigation instead of deferring mitigation planning until 
later. The EIS provides start-up and annual cost alternatives, but without mitigation habitat cost 
estimates, current cost estimates could be significantly skewed. 

Response 
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning. 

PH-F-4b (Andrew Gordus, CDFG) 
The EIS should include a discussion of avian winter impacts.  

Response 
See Master Response BIO-3 in regard to impacts to wintering birds. 

PH-F-4c (Andrew Gordus, CDFG) 
CDFG recommends restoring some retired lands to native habitat, rather continuing agricultural 
use. 

Response 
A future project could involve land/habitat restoration. However, costs are not included in this 
EIS.  See Master Response ALT-L3. 

PH-F-4d (Andrew Gordus, CDFG) 
Fish and wildlife depend on current water flows. CDFG recommends that Reclamation provide 
some mitigation flows to the system for fish and wildlife. 

Response 
The analysis of project effects indicates that none of the action alternatives would have a 
significant impact on river flows. 

PH-F-5 Carl Longley (California Water Institute, Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board) 
The commenter, noting that he was speaking for himself, stated that an in-valley solution does 
not adequately consider long-term social, economic, and environmental justice issues resulting 
from impacts to groundwater and San Joaquin River water quality. An out-of-valley solution for 
salt disposal is necessary. 
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Response 
The comment is noted.  The analysis of In-Valley Alternatives indicated that social, economic, 
and environmental justice effects would not be significant (see Sections 17.2 and 18.2). 

CAYUCOS PUBLIC HEARING, JULY 14, 2005 

PH-CY-1 (Gregg Hauss for Congresswoman Lois Capps) 
The public comment period should be extended by 30 days to enable additional review of 
potential project-related effects to Central Coast communities. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-2 (Shirley Bianchi, San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors) 
The commenter described having less than two weeks to review the Draft EIS. A 30- or 60-day 
extension of the public comment period for the Draft EIS was requested. The commenter stated 
that the Central Coast area was not part of the problem addressed by the Draft EIS and should 
not be part of the solution. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. The commenter’s concerns are noted. 

PH-CY-3 (Betty Winholtz, City of Morro Bay) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative would have tourism, fishing, and social justice effects in Central 
Coast communities. 

Response 
See Master Response SE-1 and SW-10 in regard to the effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
on tourism and fisheries in Central Coast communities.  No related effects to social justice are 
anticipated. 

PH-CY-4 (Joey Racano, Ocean Outfall Group) 
The commenter proposed his “ABC” regional watershed plan as an alternative to the project 
alternatives considered in the Draft EIS. Se-containing water and sewage from Morro Bay, 
Cayucos, and Los Osos would be sent via pipeline to Fresno. 
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Response 
The ABC regional watershed plan proposed as an alternative does not meet the purpose and need 
of the project, described in Section 1.1 of the EIS.  Reclamation is moving forward with the 
alternatives described in the Draft EIS and will not add any new alternatives at this time. 

PH-CY-5 (Richard Sadowski) 
The regional solution offered by the ABC plan (referenced in Comment PH-CY-4) should be 
considered and the Ocean Disposal Alternative eliminated from consideration. 

Response 
The comment is noted. See Response to Comment PH-CY-4. 

PH-CY-6 (Joan Carter, ECOSLO) 
The commenter expressed concerns about the environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative and support for the Land Retirement Alternatives. The commenter stated that 
improving water quality in the San Joaquin River is not worth the degradation of water quality in 
Estero Bay. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-7 (Marla Bruton) 
Discharging Se-containing drainwater into the ocean under the Ocean Disposal Alternative is not 
a viable solution. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-8 (Marla Bruton) 
The hearing should be deemed inappropriate due to lack of adequate notice about the project and 
the lack of availability of paper copies of the Draft EIS at the hearing location. The public 
comment period should be extended.  

Response 
The comments are noted. Appendix P1, Section P1.2 describes the public comment period and 
locations where paper copies of the Draft EIS were available for review. Also see Master 
Response GEN-4. 
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PH-CY-9 (Marla Bruton) 
The commenter questioned the status of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit for the project. 

Response 
Permit application is not part of the NEPA process and would not take place until a preferred 
alternative is selected and advanced to a later design stage. NPDES permit requirements are 
discussed in Section 5.1.6.3. 

PH-CY-10 (Bruce Ambo, City of Morro Bay) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS.  

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-11 (Bruce Ambo, City of Morro Bay) 
The impact analysis for the project, specifically for the Ocean Disposal Alternative, is 
incomplete because it defers detailed evaluation of mitigation measures and mitigation costs until 
permit requirements are identified. A cost comparison of alternatives cannot be conducted 
without a complete impact analysis. 

Response 
For more information on mitigation and costs of mitigation, see Section 20 and Appendix O of 
the Final EIS. 

PH-CY-12 (Bruce Ambo, City of Morro Bay) 
The pipeline for the Ocean Disposal Alternative, described in the Draft EIS as 42 inches in 
diameter, appears to be oversized, and the pipeline capacity discussed in the Draft EIS is half of 
the actual hydraulic capacity of a pipe of that size. 

Response 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline diameter would be 36 inches or less. The text of 
Section 2.8.1 has been revised to reflect this. See Master Response ALT-P3 for a discussion of 
pipeline hydraulic design. 

PH-CY-13 (Bruce Ambo, City of Morro Bay) 
The Draft EIS does not clearly identify other dischargers who might use the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative pipeline or contaminant levels in discharged water. 
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Response 
See Master Response ALT-P3 in regard to other potential users of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative pipeline. 

PH-CY-14 (Jackie Crabb, San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative should be rejected because it would adversely affect species and 
water quality in the ocean along the Central Coast. A decrease in water quality would affect 
Central Coast farmers and ranchers, who are already subject to strict nonpoint-source water 
discharge requirements. 

Response 
See Master Response AG-1, which discusses why discharge under the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative would not be expected to result in tighter restrictions on agricultural discharges. 

PH-CY-15 (Roger Lyon) 
The commenter expressed support for the In-Valley Disposal Alternative and opposition to the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-16 (Roger Lyon) 
The commenter stated that he understood this to be the only public hearing before the public 
comment period closed, and that the Ocean Disposal Alternative could be selected as the 
preferred alternative after the public comment period closed. 

Response 
Four public hearings were held during the public comment period for the Draft EIS, as described 
in Appendix P1, Section P1.2. 

The In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative has been selected as the 
preferred alternative (see Section 2.15), and the selected alternative will be identified in the ROD 
following publication of the Final EIS. 

PH-CY-17 (Roger Lyon) 
The Draft EIS fails to adequately analyze the Ocean Disposal Alternative. For example, the exact 
pipeline route has not been identified, and therefore no analysis of environmental impacts along 
the route is presented. The Draft EIS should be revised to include this information and 
recirculated, and the public hearings and comment process should be repeated. 
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Response 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility 
and final design studies would be conducted.  As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the 
Draft EIS was prepared at the appraisal level of design, which means that the final route and 
exact location of the pipeline would not be determined unless the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
were advanced for further consideration.  The Draft EIS provided adequate information on the 
environmental impacts of the project to facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative.  

The Draft EIS would only be revised and recirculated if there was a substantial change to a 
proposed action or significant new circumstances or information. Since no change is proposed 
and no new information has been provided, a revised Draft EIS is not appropriate at this time. 

PH-CY-18 (Roger Lyon) 
The economics analysis is not consistent among the alternatives. For example, the Delta Disposal 
Alternative applies a 5 parts per billion (ppb) selenium standard to discharge water, while the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative allows a 15 ppb selenium standard. The cost of selenium removal is 
estimated for the Delta Disposal Alternatives but not for the Ocean Disposal Alternative.  

Response 
Appraisal-level cost estimates were prepared at an equivalent level for all alternatives.  The 
water quality objectives for Se in surface waters of the Delta and ocean are governed by the 
policies and criteria of the Central Valley and San Francisco Basin Plans and Ocean Plan, 
respectively.  See Master Response SW-6, which explains why Se treatment was not included in 
the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

PH-CY-19 (Colleen Johnson) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative would adversely affect the fishing industry and the health of 
people who eat fish from those waters. 

Response 
See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-10 in regard to the effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative on local fisheries and the food chain. 

PH-CY-20 (Brian Stark) 
The commenter expressed the opinion that there must be other alternatives than those presented 
in the Draft EIS. 

Response 
An extensive alternative screening and selection process was conducted and is described in the 
PFR.  
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PH-CY-21 (Brian Stark) 
What are the impacts related to pipeline establishment? Other pipelines built in the area during 
recent years had more environmental impacts than anticipated. 

Response 
Effects to biological resources from pipeline installation are discussed in Sections 7.2.8, 7.2.9, 
and 7.2.10.  As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the final route and exact location of the 
pipeline would not be determined unless the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for 
further consideration, in which case additional feasibility and final design studies would be 
conducted.   

PH-CY-22 (Brian Stark) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS.  

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-23 (Brian Stark) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative should be eliminated from consideration because of its potential 
effect on fisheries and other resources and the proximity of the outfall to a federally protected 
marine sanctuary. The In-Valley Alternatives should be selected as the preferred alternative. 

Response 
The comment is noted. See Master Responses SW-8 through SW-13 in regard to the effects of 
the Ocean Disposal Alternative on local fisheries and other resources. 

PH-CY-24 (Dan Berman, Morro Bay National Estuary Program) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-25 (Dan Berman, Morro Bay National Estuary Program) 
The Morro Bay National Estuary Program is opposed to the Ocean Disposal Alternative and the 
Delta Disposal Alternatives. Those alternatives do not meet the stated purpose and need to 
provide a long-term sustainable salt and water balance for sustainable agriculture. The solution 
should be to reduce or eliminate production of contaminated water or to treat the contaminated 
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water. The Ocean Disposal Alternative does the least of all of the alternatives toward reducing 
and treating contamination. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-26 (Dan Berman, Morro Bay National Estuary Program) 
The Morro Bay National Estuary Program supports the In-Valley Alternatives as the preferred 
alternative. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-27 (Dr. John Alexander, John Alexander Research) 
Reuse of leach water in farming does not present a serious selenium hazard if treated and would 
prevent water waste. 

Response 
The comment is noted.  All action alternatives include drainwater reuse, as described in Section 
2.3. 

PH-CY-28 (Dr. John Alexander, John Alexander Research) 
 The Ocean Disposal Alternative would endanger the commenter’s abalone farm and the kelp 
industry in the coastal area.  

Response 
See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-10 for a discussion of the effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative on local fisheries and marine life. 

PH-CY-29 (Bruce Gibson) 
The Draft EIS is deficient because it does not identify a preferred alternative. It is not clear why 
the In-Valley Disposal Alternative was not identified as being preferred over the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

Response 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 
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PH-CY-30 (Bruce Gibson) 
The Draft EIS is deficient because it does not analyze the impacts of building the pipeline for the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of analysis conducted for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative and its pipeline route.  If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the 
preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final design studies would provide more detailed 
information about biological resources in the vicinity of the pipeline route and other project 
facilities. 

PH-CY-31 (Bruce Gibson) 
The Draft EIS is deficient because the economic analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative does 
not include selenium removal.  

Response 
See Master Response SW-6 in regard to the cost and need for Se removal. 

PH-CY-32 (Bruce Gibson) 
The Draft EIS is deficient because it lacks sufficient oceanographic data to identify the fate of 
contaminated water discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

Response 
A significant quantity of current, temperature, and salinity data were analyzed in modeling the 
fate of the discharge within the ocean. Specifically, temperature data for 1972 to 1986, salinity 
data for 1972 to 1985, and current data for 1984 to 2002 were obtained, totaling over 200,000 
data points. While far-field modeling was not explicitly conducted, conclusions about the effects 
of the discharge outside of the immediate mixing zone can be drawn from the results of the near-
field mixing analysis, and far-field effluent concentrations are expected to be negligible. 
Furthermore, if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, an 
explicit analysis of far-field impacts based on more extensive oceanographic data would be 
conducted. 

PH-CY-33 (Bruce Gibson) 
Section 5.2.8.3 of the Draft EIS fails to adequately address far-field effects to receiving waters 
for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

Response 
See Master Responses SW-4 and SW-5 and Response to Comment PH-CY-32. 
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PH-CY-34 (Noah Smuckler, San Luis Bay Surfrider Foundation) 
The In-Valley Alternatives are preferable and would allow reuse of treated water. The Ocean 
Disposal Alternative would have negative impacts on tourism, fisheries, and recreational use of 
ocean waters and therefore is not a solution.  

Response 
The comment is noted. See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-10 in regard to effects of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative on tourism, fisheries, and recreational use of ocean waters. 

PH-CY-35 (John Chesnut) 
The Draft EIS underestimates costs of the Ocean Disposal Alternative because it excludes 
environmental mitigation for the pipeline that would transport San Joaquin Valley drainwater to 
the coast.  

Response 
For information on the mitigation, costs of mitigation, and level of analysis for the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative, see Section 20, Appendix O, and Master Response GEN-1. 

PH-CY-36 (John Chesnut) 
The Draft EIS does not consider new technologies in selenium remediation that could be 
implemented on farms to reduce the volume of contaminated waters, which would in turn reduce 
the overall cost of the In-Valley Alternatives. The data analysis for the Broadview project shows 
that adding spoiled hay to water channels reduces selenium flows by 98 percent. 

Response 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

PH-CY-37 (John Chesnut) 
The Draft EIS analysis of agricultural contaminants, particularly organic pesticides, in 
drainwater was inadequate. Pesticide contamination may be of greater concern than selenium 
because its effects cannot be mitigated through dilution, which is a major assumption behind the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative.  

Response 
Additional information has been included in the FEIS to address contaminants that may be 
present in the drainwater discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.  See Master 
Response SW-13. 
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PH-CY-38 (John Chesnut) 
The Draft EIS incorrectly assumes that all of the water districts within the San Luis Unit want 
the land within their districts to remain in agricultural production. For example, by fallowing 
land, Westlands Water District can acquire the water rights and sell water to Southern California.  

Response 
Land retirement is assumed in three of the In-Valley Alternatives.  See Response to Comment 
PH-CO-15 regarding disposition of water from retired lands. 

PH-CY-39 (John Chesnut) 
The Draft EIS underestimates the costs of the Ocean Disposal Alternative because it does not 
incorporate an escalator to account for increases in energy costs. 

Response 
See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives.  

PH-CY-40 (Bill Bianchi) 
The Draft EIS includes insufficient data on the quality of effluent water discharged under the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. More recent data may have been available but were not included. 

Response 
Additional information has been included in the FEIS to address contaminants that may be 
present in the drainwater discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.  See Master 
Response SW-13.   

PH-CY-41 (Bill Bianchi) 
The Draft EIS does not adequately analyze the effects of chromium in water discharged under 
the Ocean Disposal Alternative on aquatic microorganisms and giant kelp. The EIS also fails to 
analyze the effects of phosphate and nitrates on ocean organisms. 

Response 
See Master Responses SW-8 through SW-13 for additional discussion of the effects of the Ocean 
Discharge Alternative on marine life. 

PH-CY-42 (Bill Bianchi) 
The reverse osmosis pilot at Red Rock Ranch described in the Draft EIS was of inadequate 
duration to evaluate a desalination plant. 
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Response 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the adequacy of the RO pilot studies. 

PH-CY-43 (Judy Neuhauser) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-44 (Judy Neuhauser) 
The commenter questioned the methods used to calculate the projected costs of each alternative. 
The cost of mitigation for constructing a pipeline and of pumping water to Estero Bay under the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative does not appear to have been considered in the cost analysis. 

Response 
Master Response GEN-1 in regard to cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative.  
Mitigation costs are presented in Appendix O. 

PH-CY-45 (John Carsel) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative would not only have a negative effect on tourism, recreation, 
and fisheries but would also require special disclosures in certain real estate transactions in the 
area. The alternative should be eliminated from consideration. 

Response 
The commenter suggests that the construction and operation of an outfall for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative would require disclosure in real estate transactions and this disclosure could have an 
effect on property values. As described in the project description for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative in Section 2.8 of the DEIS, the outfall would be located 1.4 miles offshore, well 
away from residential real estate. The land-based facilities would primarily consist of buried 
pipelines. Disclosure of right-of-way for the land-based facilities would be required for affected 
lands under private ownership. The Federal government would follow established policies for 
acquisition of this right-of-way, which could include offering the landowners compensation to 
acquire the right-of-way. As this alternative is not the preferred alternative identified in the FEIS, 
additional evaluation of economic impacts to real estate values from right-of-way acquisition is 
not considered to be necessary under the "reasonable research" standard in NEPA. 

See also Master Responses SE-1 and SW-10 in regard to effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative on tourism, recreation, and fisheries. 
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PH-CY-46 (John Carsel) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-47 (Andrew Christie, Sierra Club, San Lucia Chapter) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative would involve a longer construction period than other 
alternatives and would likely have permitting difficulties with San Luis Obispo County and the 
California Coastal Commission. The Draft EIS does not consider the likelihood of whether the 
permits needed to implement this alternative could actually be obtained. If the needed permits 
are denied, Reclamation would not be able to deliver on its obligation to the court to provide 
prompt drainage service to the San Luis Unit. 

Response 
Permit requirements and regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative are discussed 
in Master Response REG-1. 

PH-CY-48 (Andrew Christie, Sierra Club, San Lucia Chapter) 
An In-Valley Alternative with land retirement should be the preferred alternative. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-49 (Julie Tacker, Los Osos Community Services District) 
Reclamation should allow the Los Osos Community Services District and other land use 
committees in San Luis Obispo County to review and comment on the Draft EIS. 

Response 
The Los Osos Community Services District and all other interested parties were invited to 
provide comments on the Draft EIS. Written comments submitted by the Los Osos Community 
Services District are presented in Appendix P5, Comment L-14.  Reclamation’s responses follow 
Comment L-14.  

PH-CY-50 (Pamela Heatherington, Surfrider Foundation, San Luis Chapter) 
The San Luis Unit drainwater should stay where it was generated, and the sources of pollution in 
the drainwater should be addressed to prevent further contamination. To avoid socioeconomic 
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and social justice impacts, the affected lands should be retired and later reused for organic 
farming. The Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives should be eliminated from consideration. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-51 (Jodee Bennett, ECOSLO) 
In-valley treatment with land retirement should be the preferred alternative and should include 
measures to protect San Joaquin Valley wildlife from environmental effects. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-52 (David Nelson) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative would adversely affect the fishing industry, which lacks the 
financial resources to demonstrate the impacts of ocean disposal on fisheries. 

Response 
See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-10 in regard to the effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative on fisheries. 

PH-CY-53 (David Nelson) 
Selenium in the drainwater discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative would not be 
diluted sufficiently to avoid adverse effects to aquatic organisms. 

Response 
See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-8 through SW-13 in regard to the effects of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative on aquatic organisms. 

PH-CY-54 (David Nelson) 
The mitigation costs of the Ocean Disposal Alternative have not been adequately considered.  

Response 
Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative are presented in 
Appendix O of the Final EIS.  

PH-CY-55 (David Nelson) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative should be eliminated from consideration. 
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Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-56 (Ed Cosko) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-57 (Ed Cosko) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative should be eliminated from consideration because it would harm 
fisheries and ocean ecosystems. 

Response 
The comment is noted.  See Master Responses SE-1 and SW-8 through SW-13 in regard to the 
effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on fisheries and ocean ecosystems. 

PH-CY-58 (Gordan Hensley) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-59 (Gordan Hensley) 
The In-Valley Alternatives should be adopted, and the Ocean Disposal Alternative should be 
eliminated from consideration. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-60 (Gordan Hensley) 
The Draft EIS does not adequately address effects of the project on federally listed special-status 
species, particularly marine mammals and migratory species such as steelhead and salmon. 
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Response 
See Master Response BIO-2 in regard to the assessment of project effects on special-status 
species.  Master Response SW-12 discusses effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on special-
status species. 

PH-CY-61 (Gordan Hensley) 
The Draft EIS does not adequately address the Ocean Disposal Alternative’s fisheries and 
tourism impacts, cumulative impacts, compliance with state regulations on disposal projects in 
the coastal zone, or mitigation. A complete analysis should be provided in the Final EIS. 

Response 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SE-1, and SW-10 in regard to effects of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative. 

PH-CY-62 (Lisa Schicker, Los Osos Community Services District) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

PH-CY-63 (Lisa Schicker, Los Osos Community Services District) 
The Draft EIS does not identify a preferred alternative, which makes it difficult to provide 
comments.  

Response 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

PH-CY-64 (Matt Clark) 
The Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives should be eliminated from consideration. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-S-1 (Joe Langenberg) 
Section 5.2.8.3 of the Draft EIS fails to adequately address far-field effects in receiving waters 
for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 
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Response 
Far-field impacts of the Ocean Disposal Alternative were not explicitly analyzed as part of the 
DEIS analysis. However, the diffuser design analysis demonstrates that the concentration of 
effluent, and concentrations of Se in the effluent, will be diluted to levels below appropriate 
water quality standards very quickly after discharge and, thus, surrounding ocean areas will 
experience relatively low effluent levels. For example, even under the infrequently (<1 percent 
of the time) occurring condition when zero ocean currents are above the diffuser, Se 
concentrations would reach the applicable water quality criterion of 15 mg/L between 6 and 12 
meters above the diffuser. With maximum expected currents, diffusion to the water quality 
criterion would be achieved only 2 meters above the diffuser (see Section 5.2.8.3, page 5-65). 
Thus, the water quality criterion would be met very quickly after discharge. At locations farther 
from the diffuser dilution would reduce Se concentrations to levels well below the water quality 
standard. Therefore, despite not addressing the concern regarding far-field concentrations 
through explicit analysis, the issue was addressed implicitly through the diffuser design analysis. 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as the preferred alternative in the Record of 
Decision, a more detailed analysis of far-field impacts would be conducted. See also Master 
Responses SW-13 and SE-1. 

PH-CY-66 (George Shytell) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative would adversely affect the environment and ocean-related 
recreation. 

Response 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SE-1, and SW-10 in regard to effects of the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative on the environment and recreation. 

PH-CY-67 (Tyson Simonic) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative would adversely affect the environment and ocean-related 
recreation. 

Response 
See Response to PH-CY-66. 

PH-CY-68 (Lynda Merrill) 
The public comment period should be extended to allow for a more complete review of the Draft 
EIS. 

Response 
See Master Response GEN-4. 
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PH-CY-69 (Lynda Merrill) 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative should be eliminated from consideration. 

Response 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

PH-CY-70 (Lynne Harkins) 
The Draft EIS does not provide sufficient scientific support in its impact analyses. In particular, 
Section 8.2.12.6 fails to adequately demonstrate that the Ocean Disposal Alternative would not 
significantly increase selenium in surface water, sediments, or invertebrate tissue. 

Response 
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1 in regard to effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on 
Se levels in surface water, sediments, and invertebrate tissue. 

 



 


